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SPECIAL PROG OFC 

From: MAnthony Hunt, SOuTHpN 
To: Dimbution 

1. Tbe f01Iowing is rbe planned agenda items for Tuesdays meeting; 

AGENDA 
NAVBASE CHARLESTON 

PROJECT TEAM MEETNG 
9 JANUARY 1996 

9: 30 AM to 1.00 P.M. 
Building NH-45 Basement Conference Room 

FO% - Discussion on FOSL review, FOSL s w s .  

CAMP - Project Team discussion on what changes need to be made to CAMP 

A- mml . ~ e e d  to decide on what dccummts, Version (Daft or Firwl) and where to 
locarc. 

Timc Pamilling: Zone J discussion 
Groundwater Monitoring Paramcrw 
Sites idemifrred thxough FOSL proass 

2. If there are any a u o n a l  imns that should be added please contact me a1 (803) 820-5525 

M Anrhony Hunt 
Remedial Projecl MhmgCr 
Naval Base Charleslon 

Di5tnbutiox1: 
SCDHEC, Bowers, Olano. Rcgan 
EPA, l3xittai.n 
COMNAVBASE, Fontmot. Dcarhart, Albas, 
Em& Havukost 

- -- - -- -- 
3PflONAL FORM 5B (7-90) 

F A X  T q A N S M l T T A L  
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NAVBASE Charleston 
Project Team Meeting 

February 28, 1996 
Meeting Minutes 

Doyle Brittain - USEPA 
Joe Bowers - DHEC 
Johnny Tapia - DHEC 
Brian Stoclanaster - SOUTHDIV 
Daryle Fontenot - SOUTHDIV 
Mark Hancher - E/A&H 

ATTENDEES 

Todd Haverkost - E\A&H 
Dave Backus - E\A&H 
Tony Hunt - SOUTHDIV 
Rick Albers - CNSY 
Steve Frederick - Galileo 
Toby Blasingame - E/A&H 

AGENDA: 

Draft Zone B RFI Report Pre-submittal Review 
Zone A RFI 90% Progress Report 
SWMU 102 (Building 79) Update 
CAMP 
UST Removals 
Interim Measures 
Roles and Responsibilities from the Environmental Restoration Management Alliance 
Meeting in November 1995 
Brief on EnSafe's Involvement with Industrial Clients Adjoining NAVBASE 

DRAFT ZONE B RFI REPORT PRE-SUBMITTAL REVIEW 

Copies of the Drap Zone B RFI Report were distributed to team members in attempt to solicit 
input to the document prior to official submittal early next month. In addition to seeking input, 
the purpose of the pre-submittal review was to give team members a preview of the findings and 
recommendations presented in the document. 

E/A&H presented an overview of the document and pointed out that risk at the only site in Zone 
B is being driven by Benzo(A)Pyrene equivalents. The risk posed by constituents detected in 
soil at the site slightly exceeds the threshold for proceeding into CMS. However, the fact that 
the samples containing the highest concentrations of semivolatiles were located in close 
proximity to an asphalt sidewalk raises the question of whether the compounds detected are a 
result of site impacts or the asphalt. As an alternative to possibly proceeding unnecessarily into 
a CMS, the report suggests that a few more samples be collected to determine if in fact the 
sidewalk is the source of the compound detected. 
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When team members were asked what their opinions were, Doyle expressed concern that he had 
not seen the data before today therefore, he was not in a position to comment. The discussion 
turned to trying to decide how much time should be devoted to the pre-submittal review. The 
suggestions varied from an entire day to only touching on the high points such as are there any 
"surprises", Doyle suggested that a 10 day extension be granted and the team meet next week 
to discuss the report after everyone had a chance to look at it in detail. Joe stated that he did 
not have problem with meeting or the extension if it would make a difference in the final 
outcome of the report but that it didn't sound like anything would change. Ultimately the team 
decided against a meeting with the hope that in the future, implementation of the 30%, 60%, 
and 90% progress meetings would keep team members better informed so that they would be 
able to provide meaningful to each zone investigation as it progresses rather than wait until the 
end. 

ZONE A RF'I 90% PROGRESS REPORT 

E/A&H distributed text and maps for each site in Zone H which discussed and illustrated 
sampling locations, contaminant concentrations for the "significant" contaminants found, and 
proposed second round sampling points. The team reviewed the information and the 
recommendations for the proposed second phase of sampling were tentatively agreed upon. 
E/A&H will revise the drawings and resubmit the information to the team prior to initiating the 
second phase of work. 

Specific issues that were raised during the discussion include: 

SWMU 1 and 2 - Doyle asked if I U D  screening was performed on the groundwater samples 
at SWMU 1 or 2 .  Todd responded that E/A&H does routinely screen for RAD from a health 
and safety stand point, but it is gross screening and even though it should have been done he 
could not say definitively that it had been done. EPA's concern is that they do not want any 
samples from SWMU 2 to include RAD material or mixed waste because the Navy has no place 
to dispose of this kind of waste right now. As for the results of the GRAM survey for this area, 
it will not be complete until the DRMO is closed in September. The RFI team has not been 
keep up to date on the results on the GRAM results in Zone A. Doyle, Henry Porter (DHEC), 
Tommy Gerkin, Bobby Dearhart have been looking into this issue and Tony expressed a desire 
to be kept better informed. As for the delay in completing the RFI, Doyle suggests that we 
document the approval letter from DHEC (January 1996) in the report as justification for delay 
at SWMU 1 and 2 due to RADCON issues. 

SWMU 38 - Need to collect some more samples to determine whether or not we have a wide 
spread problem with high levels of DDT that were found. 

SWMU 39 - EIA&H proposed more sampling for TPH. State is concerned that we are not 
seeing VOAs and SVOAs, but always see big TPH numbers. State is wanting a better 
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explanation of the disparity StateIEPA agree that screening technology (GEO probe) would be 
acceptable for future sampling. As an action item, E/A&H will provide an explanation for the 
differences in the TPH, VOC, and SVOC results. 

State requests that we always report immediately on the detection of DNAPLs or significant 
groundwater contamination. 

AOC 506 - State wanted us to be sure we had enough metals data at AOC 505 to justify our 
recommendations. There are some elevated lead numbers that probably are insignificant, but 
make sure we have enough data to support no action. 

CAMP DISCUSSION 

DHEC does not have any significant problem with schedules in draft CAMP. Joe pointed out 
that the cover leeter for the CAMP submittal should outline reasons we needed a new CAMP, 
Below are reason that he indicated would be acceptable and unacceptable. Joe also suggested 
that the RAE! be notified that the schedule has been modified. 

Acceptable Reasons 
Aggressive and realistic schedule. 
State has had trouble reviewing within 30 days window. 
Some problems with the Navy submittals. 
EPA estimates loss of two months due to furloughs. 

Unacceptable Reasons 
Budget 
Holidays 
Weekends 

UST REMOVALS 

Gabe Magwood from SOUTHDIV joined the meeting to provide a brief overview of the tank 
removal actions planned for the base. He distributed a spreadsheet which listed all tanks known 
to exist to date and a schedule for their removal. Twenty-seven tanks are planned for removal 
in FY96 with the activity beginning in April. The Shipyard Detachment will be performing the 
work. He also mentioned the Detachment is preparing a tank management that they hope to 
submit to DHEC next week. EPA requests 3 copies of the plan as well as Petroleum 
Remediation Plan that is under development. 
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INTERIM MEASURES 

The Shipyard Detachment is currently working primarily on 3 IM work plans. They are 
concerned that right now the documents do not look similar in format and they want to correct 
this before submitting the plans for review. Doyle stated that EPA would like to be involved 
in the development of these work plans. 

AOC 503 - UXO 

UXO status - funding has been approved. Indian Head EOD team has suggested two options 
1) a risk analysis of all the UXO sites consisting of a review of available information to evaluate 
whether or not the UXO could still physically pose a risk; 2) perform a geophysical survey and 
handle a removal if found. 

The Navy prefers to perform the risk analysis however, EPA and DHEC are concerned that the 
approach may not be sufficient to demonstrate the Navy has taken adequate steps to eliminate 
the problem or minimize their liability, The consensus of the team was to have EOD contractors 
look at the two proposed options and provide a second opinion along with cost estimates. 
E/A&H took this as an action item to be completed by the next meeting in April. 

SWMU 14 - Chemical Disposal Area IM 

The focus of the interim measures will be to investigate the geophysical anomalies to determine 
if buried canisters remain. 

AOC 698 - Boiler House at Annex 

Southern Division needs to know if the lead-based paint peeling from the building is regulated 
under RCRA. EPA says yes it is regulated under RCRA. State agrees that the paint should be 
managed as a hazardous waste. 

Doyle suggests that Southern Division call Barry Lewis at the Naval Weapons Station for 
information on the round house remedial effort. 

Need to have someone at the detachment put together a summary of each site proposed for IM 
for presentation to the RAB next month. 
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ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
MANAGEMENT ALLIANCE MEETING IN NOVEMBER 1995 

Team building is supposed to make the process work smoother and better, not to make everyone 
like one another. 

Five Steps for Effective Meetings 

Plan for the meeting. 
Inform all participants. 
Agenda has to be well defined. 
Structure and decision make tools. 
Summarize and record results of meeting. 

Steve Fredrick showed a training film on conducting effective meetings. 

Most other teams have established an official scribe, scribe will help keep meetings focussed as 
he tries to keep discussions and action items clear and concise. 

Some teams decide on next agenda at end of current meeting - prioritize items and assign time 
limits to each item. 

Agenda items need expansion and time allotments. Good idea to information exchange or 
decision points leave time for new developments. 

Rotate team leader and scribe together, say have some one serve as the scribe before their turn 
as team leader. 

State does not care to be in the process as a team leader or scribe. They see themselves as 
resource to this process. 

Brian Stockmaster will lead the next team meeting on 09 April 1996. Leave time to extend into 
Tuesday. Dave Backus will be scribe for the next meeting. He needs agenda items by 
01 April 1996. Agenda will go back out on 04 April 1996. 

EPA is displeased with the way this team operates between meetings. We are not making team 
decisions between meetings. If a decision effects the team, the whole team needs to be included 
in the process. 

Brainstorm means of operating as a team on a flip chart - record into minutes and let it be the 
basis of a team charter. 
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EPA feels they are being excluded from the information exchange. 

Southern Division feels that they certainly meet and many times exceed the minimum permit 
required information exchange. 

Proposal made to include a team charter discussion on next months agenda. Use BCP Charter 
as starting point. 

BRIEF ON ENSAFE'S INVOLVEMENT WITH INDUSTRIAL CLIENTS ADJOINING 
NAVBASE 

Todd Haverkost describes the type of work, potential for conflict, and how we will deal with 
that conflict. 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

Tony distributed a statement of work that SOUTHDIV gave to USGS which provides the basis 
for the groundwater model being developed. 

Doyle asked if E/A&H could provide Fred Sloan with a copy of the groundwater sampling forms 
for Zone H so he could complete his review of the RFI report. 

Action Items 
Two day meeting in APR 09-10. 

• Next months agenda items 
- Charter 
- UXO Status 
TPH Memo 
Submit Zone H groundwater forms to Fred Sloan 









CHARLESTON 
rn 

PROJECT TEAM MEETING 
AGENDA 

DATE/TIME: April 9 & 10, 1996, starting 9:30 am on the 9th 
PLACE: Charleston Naval Base, Executive Conference Room, Bldg. NH-45 

Tuesday, April 9, 1996 

results and future work 
12:00 - 1.00 urn Lunch I 

9:30 - 9:40 am Introductions B. Stockmaster 
9:40 - 9:45 am Review agenda B. Stockmaster 
9:45 - 10: 15 am RFI progress update D. Fontenot 
10: 15- 10:30 am Interim measures update B. Stockmaster , 

10:30 - 10:45 am Chicora tank farm update D. Fontenot 
10:45 - 11100 am Break 
11:00 - 11: 15 am Discussion of Base Transition Team membership in Project Team D. Fontenot 
11: 1.5 - 12:OO pm Site Characterization and Analysis Penetroneter System (SCAPS) T. Hunt 

1:00 - 1:20 prn CAMP adjustments T. Hunt 
1 :20 - 1:50 pm DRMOJG-RAM survey discussion D. Fontenot 
1150 - 2:00 Dm Break 

- HbD zc 
/v&d * /rf ls 

- a03 8- 7mstrPd 
0-k * P / ~ M P ~ (  

1 2:00 - 3:00 prn UXO feas~bility determination discussion B: Stockmaster I 

Wednesday, April 10, 1996 

9:00 - 9:05 am Review agenda B. Stockmaster 
9:05 - 9:35 am Discussion of addressing gas station free product recovery with T. Hunt 

AOC 609 - - 

9:35 - 10135 am Develop Project Team charter D. Fontenot 
L0:35 - 10: 45 am Break 

- - - - - - - 

1:00 - 2:00 prn Project communications cont~nucd C. Lacev 
2:00 - 2:30 pm Facilitator comments C. Lacey 

10:45 - 1 1: 15 am Continue Team charter D. Fontenot 
1 1: 15 - 11:30 am Review meeting notes D. Backus 
1 1 :30 - 12:00 prn Project communications C. Lacey 
12:00 - 1.00 urn Lunch 

- &t+&i5 zd* 
,wdyndL P+- 
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Project Team Members 
Minutes fron the 9- 1 0 April 96 Project Team Meeting 

Information on Interim Measure Candidares 

:;\ L ; x.-*;y>,: .', , . 
-;:. .- - . . Joe McCauley (Tier 11 Link) 
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, - . . . ,. TO GET O N M E  FOR CONFERENCE CALL, DIAL 1-800-403-10u AT 11:00 
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l ..- ., * ,  .I . ,.-. - _ _ A , .  .. . _ _  _ _ , ^  " . . 

. _ b I I  . .. - -  . . ..,, , _  
any quations, pleme call Daryk Fontenot at (803) 820-5607 or (803) 743-9485. - . . - ,  . . "  .. . 

Post-ite Fax Note 
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Fax ll 
74 3%$5 

Fax t 14?;9947 , 







NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON 
PROJECT TEAM MEETING MINUTES 

APRIL 9, 1996 

Location: Naval Base Charleston, Bldg. NH-45 Executive Conference Room 

Attendees: Brian Stockmaster 
Daryle Fontenot 
Cecile Lacey 
Paul Tomiczek 
Tony Hunt 
Kevin Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Joe Bowers 
Ann Ragan 
Todd Haverkost 
Dave Backus 
Joe McCauley 
Doyle Brittain 
Johnny Tapia 
Paul Bergstrand 

SDIVIRPM Meeting Chairperson 
SDIV/BEC 
Galileo Facilitator 
Bechtel 
SDIV/RPM 
SUPSHIP DET 
SUPSHIP DET 
SCDHEC 
SCDHEC 
E/A&H 
EIA&H 
SDIV 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 
SCDHEC 

Meeting Scribe 
Tier 2 Link 

Guests : Jed Costanza NFESC Port Hueneme (SCAPS) 
Hayes Patterson SDIV Detachment Rep. 
Wayne Cotton SDIV PET/UST Rep. 
Gabe Magwood SDIV PETIUST Rep. 
Jim Moore BTC Base Closure Office 
Craig Smith E/A&H Zones D,F, & G Proj. Mgr. 

0940 - Begin Meeting, Introductions 

Regular team members 
New attendees: Hayes Patterson - SDIV/Detachment Link 

Joe McCauley - Tier 2 Link 
Cecile Lacey - Facilitator 
Kevin Tunstall - SUPSHIP Detachment 

0945 - Review Agenda, B. Stockmaster 

B. Dearhart suggests adding Interim Measures discussion, specifically focussing on the 
process for adding new sites to the candidate list. 

Suggestion made to defer this discussion to the IM update already on the agenda.. . 
Consensus test - passed. 
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D. Fontenot states that the Base Transition Coordinator (Mr. Jim Moore) has requested to sit 
in on the project team meeting. Mr. Moore wants to re-address the team's mission. 

Suggestion made to hear Mr. Moore's concerns during the Team Charter discussion.. . 
consensus test - passed. 

B. Dearhart brings up concern with past dealings associated with Mr. Moore, Bobby wants 
to ensure that Mr. Moore's contribution is constructive.. . team assigns D. Fontenot to speak 
with Mr. Moore prior to his attendance. 

J. Bowers announces that he will be transitioning off the project and introduces Paul 
Bergstrand as his replacement. Paul is also a hydrogeologist in DHEC's Hazardous Waste 
Section, Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste for assessment and remediation at Department 
of Defense Bases. Paul distributed a personal biography listing his education, experience, 
and team goals. The biography is attached to these minutes. 

C.  Lacey suggests as a procedural issue that the team identify and limit guests to the project 
team meetings. Extend invitations to guests and test for team consensus before admitting to 
meeting.. . consensus test - passed. Suggestion also made to assign one person as the 
"gatekeeper" or sergeant at arms to a11 meetings to control uninvited guests and break 
times.. . consensus test - team agreed that this function shall be shared by all team members. 

1000 - RFI Progress Update, D. Fontenot 

T. Hunt states that the monthly status report has been delayed due to the permit transfer from 
the shipyard to SDIV. Tony offers the original copy of the status report to project team 
members. 

T. Haverkost updates the field work summary as follows: 

Zones A & B - Finished with 80% of 2nd round soil sampling, awaiting 
approval of Comp RFI Work Plan revisions including text on direct push 
technologies before completing A & B 2nd round sampling. Due for quarterly 
GW sampling. Zone B RFI report in regulatory review. 

Zones C & I - Due for 3rd quarterly GW sampling. RFI reports in regulatory 
review. 

Zone H - Due for 4th quarterly GW sampling. RFI report in regulatory 
review. 
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Zone E - Soil sampling complete, GW sampling 60% complete, surveying 
90 % complete. Data interpretation and analysis underway. 

Zone K - RFI work plan has been submitted and is in regulatory review. T. 
Hunt has concerns about the amount of analytical that is proposed in the work 
plan, he would like to limit the analytical parameters to constituents identified 
in background information on the sites. Suggestion made to move this 
discussion to later in the agenda - team consensus.. . project communications. 

T. Hunt states the shipyard detachment has proven that they can perform GW sampling and 
will be tasked with all subsequent rounds of quarterly sampling. The detachment will also 
perform all surveying and waste management activities associated with the RFI. 

T. Haverkost states that the revisions to the COMP RFI work plan regulatory comments will 
be submitted to the Navy later this week. 

Suggestion is made to provide a copy of the monthly status report to the RDA, consensus test 
- passed. B. Dearhart requests the shipyard detachment be added to the distribution list. D. 
Brittain requests an additional copy of the status report each month. 

D. Brittain requests an update on the SWMU #102, Bldg. 79 investigation. 

C. Lacey suggests a procedural enhancement - the "parking lot". The parking lot is a 
buIletin board record of those items which need further discussion or resolution at a later 
time. Suggestion made to post the Zone K analytical requirements and the SWMU #102, 
Bldg. 79 update on the parking lot.. . consensus test - passed. 

1010 - Jim Moore, Gabe Magwood, Wayne Cotton, and Craig Smith join the meeting 
as guests. 

Interim Measures Update, B. Stockmaster 

Work plans have been submitted and conditional approval has been granted while comments 
are being addressed on the foIlowing sites: AOC 690, SWMU 44, SWMU 54 

Shipyard detachment equipment operators will be licensed through the Charleston Naval 
Weapons Station. 

K. Tunstall gives the following update of the 18 identified IM sites: 
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1 - Cancelled 
2 - Held up $th procedural issues - S^--a l4 

AOC 653 -*hange in scope will now address only 1 hydraulic lift 
2 - Have been assigned new engineers 

&$ - Given low priority 
1 - UXO site in marsh, awaiting EOD comments 
z - **dr& StTeb -'+fTt& w k  P 3 u .  &0@& p & ~  L 
3 - c ~ R * " N ~  >& f i & L b  

Discussion on adding new sites to the IM list: 

B. Dearhart has assigned every available IM site to teams within the detachment. Design 
and work plans will be completed soon. A process for identifying new candidate sites needs 
to be established by the team, how often can the team meet to discuss this issue?, who is 
responsible for identifying new sites? 

B. Stockmaster states that currently, the Navy RPMs and E/A&H identify candidate sites. 

D. Brittain suggests that this process should be shared by the entire team, any team member 
can suggest candidate sites for the list. 

A. Ragan asks if we are at a point to add more sites to the IM list? Suggests separate 
meeting to discuss IM sites. 

C. Lacey suggests regularly scheduled conference calls to discuss issues between monthly 
team meetings.. . consensus test - teleconferences added to parking lot. 

Mr. Moore wants to interject.. . J .  McCauley denies the request stating that Mr. Moore has 
been invited as a guest to the team meeting and will be given the opportunity to speak at the 
appropriate time. 

Suggestion tabled to call another meeting to discuss additional candidate sites to the IM list. 
Physical meeting if possible - State has availability conflicts in the near future, suggest 
conference call. 

D. Brittain states that the team needs time to prepare for discussions on additional sites. 
Background information as we11 as investigative results should be provided, if available, prior 
to the discussion. Then the team will be able to make decisions. 

B. Stockmaster suggests formatting a one page brief on each candidate site. These briefs 
shall be submitted to all team members prior to discussions on additional sites added to the 
IM list.. . consensus test - team assigns B. Stockmaster with development of the IM site brief 
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format. 

ACTION ITEM: Develop format for providing team members with 
information on additional IM candidate sites. 

Responsibility: B. Stockmaster 
Due: 17 April 1996 
Team Comments: 19 April 1996 

1055 - Break 

1110 - Chicora Tank Farm Update, D. Fontenot 

Introduce Wayne Cotton, SDIV Code 07 who will give update: 

Funding for the tank closure will be provided by Defense Fuel Supply Center. The technical 
contact for the project is the Naval Petroleum Office (NAVPET). 

SDIV contracted with Enterprise Engineering to analyze closure alternatives and associated 
costs. Enterprise Engineering submitted a report outlining 4 closure alternatives: 

1) Fill tanks with inert material and abandon in place. 
2) Excavate cover berm to roof level, knock in roof and recover. 
3) Excavate cover berm to ground level, knock in roof and walls and recover. 
4) Total demolition and removal of tank materials. 

SDIV chose alternative 3, and submitted to the DHEC for approval; DHEC indicated that 
they would only accept alternative 1 or 4; alternative 4 was considered cost prohibitive; 
DHEC approved alternative 1. 

W. Cotton reviewed further tasks and actions required as outlined on the handout he 
provided the team. The Chicora Tank Farm Update handout is included as an attachment to 
these meeting minutes. 

S@L,b ~ * T E  

D. Brittain asks if DHEC was questioned about obtaining a -waste Permit for this 
facility.. . . SDIV did not ask about a permit. Contamination is not present at the site. 

A. Ragan suggests that she will check with the DHEC Petroleum Division to see if other 
options can be looked at. 
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ACTION ITEM: Address Chicora Tank Farm closure options with DHEC 
Petroleum Division. 

Responsibility : A. Ragan 
Due : Later today 

A. Ragan suggests that the RAB be updated and included early in this decision process. 
Decisions made at this facility will directly affect the local community. 

P. Tomiczek states that the RAC contractor is experienced in this type of closure and could 
perform the work much quicker than the 7 months stated in the handout update. 

B. Dearhart suggests that the shipyard detachment is qualified to perform the closure work. 

1130 - Base Transition Team membership in Project Team Discussion, D. 
Fontenot 

Introduce Mr. Jim Moore (Base Transition Coordinator) who states that his role during the 
closure process is to act as a liaison between the DOD and the community. He represents 
the Secretary of Defense at Naval Base Charleston. 

J .  Moore has noticed problems with the BCT operating as a team. He does not understand 
the role of the project team at Naval Base Charleston. 

He sees the project team in a support role to the BCT, the BCT has been empowered to 
make closure related decisions by statute. The project team should be responsible for finding 
new and innovative cleanup methods and operate as a support to the team, not a hinderance 
or slowdown. 

J. Moore states that his comments should be focussed to the BCT and not the entire project 
team. Suggestion made to call a meeting with J. Moore and the BCT prior to this evenings 
RAB meeting.. . BCT consensus test - passed. 

J. Moore states that other closing bases do not have project teams empowered to make 
decisions. 

J. McCauley replies that project teams (or Tier 1) teams are wide-spread in Federal Re io &SECT IV and throughout Southern Division (Navy). Additionally, he states that the &is a 
w 



NAVBASE Charleston 
Project Team Meeting Minutes 
April 09,1996 

member of the Tier 1 team at Louisville, Ky. 

1145 - SCAPS Discussion, T. Hunt 

The Site Characterization and Analysis Penetrometer System (SCAPS) was developed by the 
Navy for petroleum contamination screening purposes. SDIV has proposed its use 
extensively at AOC 626, the Fuel Farm. The SCAPS unit was here at Naval Base 
Charleston last July (1995) for a demonstration in the Fuel Farm Area, the results will be 
presented to the team today. 

Introduce Jed Costanza project engineer, NFESC, Port Hueneme. J .  Costanza is the 
technical contact for the SCAPS unit and principal author of the demonstration report. The 
report has been submitted to SDIV for review and is available to the team upon request. 

SCAPS utilizes two distinct technologies - standard cone penetrometer data for 
characterization of site lithologies, and laser fluorescence for characterization of the presence 
of petroleum products. 

Laser fluorescence did not indicate petroleum contamination in any of the demonstration ppp. &MLL 
sample points. Ten percent oLtkS $eg%ns$rton sample points were split between SCAPS , 
e n d  Ef A&H. bLWEM ran their splits for IR method 4 18.1, E/A&H ran their 
splits for modified EPA method 8015. Correlation was good between SCAPS and 
conventional analytical methods for noncontaminated samples. 

T. Hunt suggests that the demonstration should have tried to obtain correlation in areas of 
known contamination. 

D. Brittain is concerned that this technology was not discussed by the team before 
implementation of the demonstration. 

Suggestion made to add discussion of more team involvement in decision making to the 
parking lot.. . consensus test - passed. 

D. Backus asks what is the standard turnaround time for screening level data from the 
SCAPS, this report is being presented 9 months after the field data was collected. 

J. Costanza states that standard turnaround for a full report is approximately 2 months, but 
screening level data for field decisions can be provided the day of sampling. This report 
today is a portion of many site visits that SCAPS has performed in the last year. 



NAVBASE Charleston 
Project Team Meeting Minutes 
April 09,1996 

Question tabled.. . when can the project team review the results of the report? 

ACTION ITEM: Finalize SCAPS report incorporating SDIV comments and 
submit to project team for review. 

Responsibility: J. Costanza 
Due: 19 April 1996 

1215 - Break for Lunch 

1315 - CAMP Adjustments Discussion, T. Hunt 

The Navy has received regulatory comments on the Comprehensive Work Plan revisions and 
is addressing those comments. 

The Navy requests a 30-day extension to the Zone A Report submittal date due to the 
relationship of Zone A second round sampling events and direct push technologies addressed 
in the Comp WP Revisions. 

Analytical samples in Zone A are already being expedited to meet schedule demands. 

D. Brittain suggests approving the CAMP with the 30-day extension, as opposed to 
approving the CAMP as is and revising it. 

J. Bowers states that he would like a letter from the Navy explaining the 30-day extension 
request with corresponding amended page changes to the schedule. 

ACTION ITEM: CAMP adjustment letter to DHEC 

Responsibility: T. Haverkost - make schedule page changes 
T. Hunt - Draft explanation letter 

Due: To DHEC by 11 April 1996 

1340 - DRMOiG-RAM Survey Discussion, D. Fontenot 

D. Brittain is concerned about what the Navy plans to do if investigation derived waste from 
SWMU #2 is determined to contain RAD or mixed waste. 
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T. Hunt explains that the Radiological Affairs Support Office (Code 07) will conduct the 
survey activities at SWMU #2 now that the shipyard has closed down. Cmdr. Ferrin will be 
the RASO Project Manager. 

Disposal Options - Navy Radwaste Disposal Board coordinated with EPA and the associated 
States to identify acceptable disposal options. 

NAVSEA developed a work plan for SWMU #2, T. Hunt will locate that plan and distribute 
to the team. 

D. Brittain requests that Virgil Autry, Ann Ragan and Joe Bowers with DHEC receive copies 
of the NAVSEA work plan. 

D. Brittain restates that his biggest concern is that disposal answers need to be addressed in 
the work plan before any samples are collected. If samples are collected and indicate RAD 
or mixed waste without disposal options secured, the Navy has no legal means of storing the 
waste. 

A .  Ragan suggests that EnviroCare in Clive, UT might be a possibility. 

B. Dearhart states that the Navy has contacted them and they currently have capacity 
problems with accepting new waste. 

ACTION ITEM: Make sure SWMU #2 work plan includes RAD screening 
procedures and plans for disposal options for a11 possible forms of waste 
including: 
a) Hazardous waste 
b) RAD waste 
C) Mixed waste 
d) TSCA waste (PCBs, asbestos, etc.) 

Responsibilities: T. Hunt will coordinate with RASO, Locate the 
NAVSEA work plan for SWMU f2, and make 
sure that all disposal options are secured and 
listed in the work plan. 

Due : RASO coordination and NAVSEA work plan by 
19 April 1996 

1355 - Break 
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1405 - UXO Feasibility Determination Discussion, B.Stockmaster 

K. Tunstall has received a draft letter from the Navy's EOD team at Indian Head. Our UXO 
contact at Indian Head is Andy Peterson. The letter states that the EOD teams mission is to 
identify and render safe UXO sites within Navy property. The EOD team from the 
Charleston Naval Weapons Station attempted to locate the waterborne UXO sites in 1986 
with no success. The Indian Head EOD team visited the AOC 503 site in February of this 
year. 

Any work performed at these sites must go through the Indian Head EOD team for work 
plan approval. 

D. Backus reports on the 2nd opinion of three private EOD firms that were solicited to 
develop an opinion of the NAVBASE UXO sites. A UXO handout is attached to these 
meeting minutes. The private firm opinions varied from agreement with the Navy's stance 
that a risk analysis could show that the UXO no longer poses a physical hazard to a very real 
hazard still exists and a geophysical survey is warranted. 

Team members were in general agreement that the potential for a physical hazard still exists, 
but the question was posed - What constitutes a reasonable or prudent search, what should 
the limits or boundaries of that search be? 

J. Bowers stated that DHEC will insist that some physical survey be performed. 

After some more discussion, a consensus was reached that defining the limits of a search or 
defining the acceptable limits of liability is a BCT issue, or a matter of agency policy to be 
discussed by the BCT members. 

ACTION ITEM: Each agency should review the UXO handout and be prepared to 
discuss the limits of a due diligent search during a team conference call on 19 April 
1996. 

Responsibility: USEPA, SCDHEC, USNAVY - BCT 
Due : 19 April 1996 

1510 - Adjourn meeting for the day. 
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0900 - Review Agenda, B. Stockmaster 

Suggestion made to move the 19 April conference call to 1100 EDT.. . consensus test - 
passed. 

0905 - AOC 609 Free Product Recovery Discussion, T. Hunt 

Question posed: Do we include the UST Program free product recovery efforts at Bldg. 1649 
with the scope of work proposed for the waste oil tank at AOC 609? 

In 1993, S&ME investigated and proposed a free product recovery trench at the gas station 
(Bldg. 1649). The trench was installed and a significant amount of free product was 
recovered during installation, but subsequent to that, the trench has operated with little 
success. 

J. Bowers states that Tim Metlin (SCDHEC UST Division) does not agree with the Navy's 
proposal to cease operation of the trench. 

T. Hunt suggests that this site should be handled under the NAVBASE UST Tank 
Management Plan. 

J. Bowers states that we as a team need to identify which SWMUs or AOCs need to be 
handled by the UST Program, including documentation and justification for taking it out of 
the RFI process. 

D. Brittain requests that EPA be copied on all correspondence, including UST Program 
Management. Doyle would also like a copy of all correspondence to date concerning this 
issue. 

Should this site continue to be managed under the UST Program?. . . consensus test - passed. 
J. Bowers will inform and coordinate with Tim Metlin. 

0920 - Break 

0940 - Develop Project Team Charter, D. Fontenot 

J. McCauley (Tier 2 Link) suggests discussing project team ground rules before developing 
the team charter. .. consensus test - passed. D. Brittain hands out copies of the BCT team 
charter. 
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0945 - Discussion of Last Night's RAB Meeting, B. Stockmaster 

Discussion began with an observation that there was a lack of team unity last night during the 
RFI update to the RAB members. 

C. Lacey suggests a round table discussion of the presentation last night including the 
perception that the team is dysfunctional. 

NO SURPRISES added to the parking lot. 
?iipf~ LT 

J. McCauley directs the BEC and Navy RPMs that any sawey proposed will 
be brought before the project team and tested for consensus prior to 

P R O  eD1f i6 ,  

Round table discussion focusses on the issues of trust, communication, and team work skills. 

1050 - Break 

1105 - Continue Discussion of Team Unity and Perception to the Public, C. Lacey 

C. Lacey leads a wrap up of the preceding exercise and round table discussions. "Perception 
is Reality" if the public perceives that the team is dysfunctional, they will believe that we 
are. 

Common Themes from the Roundtable: 

Breach of Trust 
Better Preparation for RAB Presentations 
Disappointment 
Caught by Surprise 
Need Better Communication 
Respect 
Lack of Teaming/Solidarity 
Team Division (Perception of BCT vs. Project Team) 

J. McCauley states that the Cecil Field Team has the facilitator attend the RAE3 meetings and 
prepares a critique and debrief the next day. Suggests we do the same.. . consensus test - 
passed. 



NAVBASE Charleston 
Project Team Meeting Minutes 
April 10, 1996 

1130 - Team Conduct Ground Rules, C. Lacey 

The facilitator is here as a resource to provide tools to make the team function better and 
resolve conflicts. 

J. McCauley offers to pass out copies of the Tier 2 meeting ground rules. 

Question posed: Does this team agree to continue to operate under the guidelines of the 
partnering initiative?. . . consensus test - passed. 

Discussion on the role of the BCT within the project team. 

ACTION ITEM: BCT to meet and define the inherent project team responsibilities 
beyond policy issues. 

Responsibility: BCT 
Due: Before next Project Team Meeting 

1200 - Break for lunch 

1315 - Team Conduct Ground Rules cont., C . Lacey 

Brainstorm Tier 2 ground rules as starting point for this teams rules. Discussion progressed 
in a roundtable manner. Those rules listed passed consensus of the team: 

Clear agenda with clear goals and follow it 
Action items with follow up and closure 
Respect others position1 have open mind relating to respect 
Be on time to meetings and returns from breaks 
Changing meeting times requires team consensus 
Prioritize agenda at beginning of each day 
Operate by consensus and take time to affirm 
Meetings are a priority1 schedule so every team member can attend 
All issues will be brought to the table and deaIt with as a team 
Have fun 
Work in good faith as equals 
No side conversations 
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Brainstorm BCT ground rules in the same manner. Those rules listed passed team 
consensus : 

- Agenda before meetings 
- Avoid surprises 
- Other players by invitation 
- Be flexible to add new issues 
- Minutes/ notes - record of action items and decisions 
- Be open 
- Be proactive and innovative 

Open roundtable brainstorm of other potential ground rules: 

Be professional 
Maintain open communication 
TEAM/me 
No hidden agendas 
Focus on goals - 
Alternate meeting Chair and Scribe responsibility 
Agenda items will be identified as "information only" or "decision required" 
Team will maintain project listing with current status 
Respect each others position 
Resolve conflict 
Address concerns of all team members 
Bring skills, expertise, and resources to the team 
Be flexible 

C. Lacey will type up these lists, suggest adding team ground rules to next meetings 
agenda.. . consensus test - passed. 

1425 - Break 

1430 - Facilitator Review, C. Lacey 

Next meeting set for May 14, 15, 1996. 

Chair: D. Backus 
Scribe: P. Bergstrand 

1600 - Adjourn meeting 
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ACTION ITEM SUMMARY 

Action Responsibility 

Develop fonnat for adding new IM sites B. Stockmaster 
Team comments on format Team 

Research options of DHEC regarding A. Ragan 
Chicora Tank Closure 

Amendment letter to CAMP T. Hunt 
T. Haverkost 

Locate NAVSEA SWMU #2 Work Plan/ T. Hunt 
Amendment to SWMU #2 Work Plan 

Set up team conference call @ D. Fontenot 

i i  

Meeting of BCT to identify responsibilities BCT 
beyond policy, 0x0 b r r u s s , a  A( 

Develop candidate IM list and distribute B. Stockmaster 
to team members 

Team decisions on proposed IM list at Team 
next conference call 

Due - 

Before 
5114 
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PARKING LOT ISSUES 

Issue 

I) Zone K - Analytical requirements 

2) Zone E - Status of Bldg. 79 

3) Discuss more team involvement 
in decision making 

4) Teleconferences 

5 )  Identify lingering issues and address 

Action 

Agenda item next team meeting 

Agenda item next team meeting 

Captured in ground rules exercise 

First set for 4/19, Agenda item in 
Next team meeting 

Agenda item next team meeting 

PROPOSED AGENDA - MAY 
i/ALb&TE ~ S + ? I ~ R I ~ , Z C  4 4  ~ 4 u ~ a b r  YWSL & 

1) Discuss Zone K analytical requirements, "decision required" - T. Hunt 

2) Present and discuss Bldg. 79 investigation results, "information only" - D. Backus 

3) Discuss improved communication and teleconferences, "decision required" - C. Lacey 

4) Identify and develop outstanding project list, "information only" - T. Hunt 

5 )  Review status of April Action Items, "information only" - Team 

6) Discuss RAB presentations, "information only" - Team 
prlro!?, r l ~ ~  
~ , , * L D c ~ G  5b-S 7) Interim Measures, "information/decision?" - B Dearhart ( d p ~ * r ~  



CHARLESTON 
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PROJECT TEAM MEETING 
AGENDA 

DATEmME: Apnl9 & 10, 1996, starting 9:30 am on the 9th 
PLACE: Charleston Naval Base, Executive Conference Room, Bldg . NH-45 

Tuesday, April 9, 1996 

Wednesday, April 10, 1996 

-- 

9:00 - 9:05 am Review agenda B. Stockmaster 
9:05 - 9:35 am Discussion of addressing gas station free product rccovcry with T. Hunt 

AOC 609 
9135 - 10:35 am Develop Project Team charter D. Fontenot 
t0:35 - 10: 45 am Break 
lO:45 - 1 1 : 15 am Continue Team charter D. Fontenot 
11:  15 - 11:30 am Review meeting notes D. Backus 
11:30 - 12:00 pm Project communications C. Lacev 
12:00 - 1:00 pm Lunch 
1.00 - 2:00 pm Project communicat~ons continued C. Lace? 
2:00 - 2:30 pm Facilitator comments C. Lace? 



Paul M. Bergstrand 

2600 Bull Street, Columbia, SC 29201 
Office # 803-896-4016 Fax # 803-896-4002 

bergstpm@columb34.dhec.state. sc.us 

EDUCATION 

MS Geology, December 1991, Miami University, Oxford, Ohio 
BS Geology, May 1985, College of Charleston, Charleston, SC 
BS Marine Biology, May 198 1, College of Charleston, Charleston, SC 

South Carolina Geologist in Training 
Forty hour OSHA 
Kepner-Tregoe 
Partnering 

BACKGROUND 

Hazardous Waste Section, Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste. RCRA program 
area Hydrogeologist for assessment and remediation at Department of Defense Bases. 

UST Regulatory Section, Bureau of Drinking Water Protection. Hydrogeologist for 
review of UST closure assessment reports. 

State Corrective Action Section, Bureau of Drinking Water Protection. Project 
Hydrogeologist for SC SUPERB program funded UST site rehabilitation. 

GOALS 

The underlying goal of the CNS BCT is to provide a timely return of the property to 
safe, productive use by working in concert with the Local Redevelopment Authority. 
My fundamental goal is to participate with the CNS BCT to make environmental 
decisions in order to transfer or lease property for reuse. 

PLEDGE 

To help accomplish the goal of the CNS BCT I will endeavor to: 
- Fast-track data interpretation and decision making. 
- Set team priorities and reach consensus. 
- Be responsive to all members of the team. 
- Employ progressive meeting skills to improve team productivity. 

EXPECTATIONS 

I expect to be included as an equal in all decisions which involve the CNS BCT. 



CHICORA TANK FARM UPDATE 

Date: 09 April 1996 

Location: Building NH-45, Executive Conference Room 
Charleston, SC 

SOUTHDIV Task: To Take Appropriate Action to Dispose of Chicora Tank Farm 

Funding Source: Defense Fuel Supply Center (DFSC) 

Point of Contact: DFSC has appointed the Naval Petroleum Ofice (NAVPET) as 
our POC 

Actions Taken: 
-Contracted with Enterprise Engineering to analyze alternatives and 

associated costs 
-Report submitted detaiIing 4 alternatives 
-DHEC has visited the site on two occasions and indicated that they will 

only accept abandonment or total demolition/removal 
-SOUTHDIV Project Team met and decided to pursue the abandonment 

option 
-NAVPET felt cost estimate was excessive and requested that it be revised 
-Enterprise revised the estimate to comply with NAVPET request 
-SOUTHDTV sent letter to NAVPET/DFSC showing revised cost estimate 

and requesting authority to proceed 
-Currently awaiting response from NAVPETDFSC 

Required Action: 
-Obtain authority to proceed and promise to pay from NAVPET/DFSC 
-Notify DHEC of our plans in writing 
-Meet with RAB and obtain their approval 
-Amend Enterprise Engineering's contract to produce a bid package 
-Analyze options for inert fill material - C o ~ a o  SAAIA/,G ,+a 
-Award demolition contract 

Schedule: 
-Dependent upon NAVPET/DFSC Action 
-If standard solicitation process is used, work would begin at the site 

approximately seven months after authority to proceed from 
NAVPETDFSC 



UXO SITES UPDATE 
SUMMARY OF PRIVATE VENDOR OPINIONS 

NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON PROJECT TEAM MEETING 

Following the last project team meeting, EnSafe/Allen & Hoshall (E/A&H) solicited a second 
opinion of the Navy EOD team's report regarding the unexploded ordnance at AOCs 500, 501, 
502, and 503. E/A&H contacted three private EOD vendors requesting their opinion on the Navy 
EOD proposal to perform a risk analysis of the UXO sites based on the specifications of the 
ordnance, the time elapsed since deposition, and the physical environment. In addition, E/A&H 
provided each vendor with the background information from the RFA and requested what 
approach each vendor would recommend. The following vendors provided a response to the 
request: 

EOD Technology Group 
105 1 1 Hardin Valley Road 
Knoxville, TN 37932 

Ordnance/Explosives Environmental Services, Inc. 
500 Wynn Drive, Suite 504 
Huntsville, AL 35816 

Reactives Management Corporation 
1025 Executive Blvd., Suite 101 
Chesapeake, VA 23320 

The vendor response opinions are mixed with one vendor completely agreeing with the Navy 
EOD risk analysis approach. One vendor suggests a hybrid approach defined as a risk analysis 
followed by a geophysical survey with the extent of the search predicated on the results of the 
risk analysis. The last vendor feels all the sites present a very real hazard, but the river sites 
should be permanently marked on all maps and charts and left in place, the land based site 
(AOC 503) should be located and recovered if possible. 

E/A&H has attached the proposals from each vendor to provide supporting information for the 
project team. Once the project team has agreed upon an approach, E/A&H will be ready to 
provide subcontractor oversight if necessary. 
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6 REACTNES MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 
WASTE MANAGEMENT + TRAINING TECHNICAL SERVICES 

April 3, 1996 

EnSafe / Allen & Hosball 
ATTN: David Backus 
Shelby Oaks Plaza 
5909 Shelby Oaks Drive, Suite 201 
Memphis, TN 38134 

Dear Mr. Backus: 

This is in response ro y o u  letter of March 1 1, 1996, concerning unexploded ordnance 
(UXO) in several Areas of Concern (AOC) at Charleston Naval Base. AOC 500, 501, and 
502 will bc discussed as a common AOC. AOC 503 will be d d l  with ~ ~ d t c l y .  We will 
begin with general comments. A summary of the UXO discussed in this report i s  presented 
in Table I : 

In general, at all AOC's, it may be reasonable to ask why the ordnance should be removed. 
Some type of maritime or industrial operations have been conducted in or around the AOC's 
for the last 50 years. No detonations have occurred. The explosive components of the 
ordnance (see TORPEX table below) pose both short- and long- term toxic hazards to biota 
but the~e is a relatively small amount of explosive materials in a relatively large tidal river. 
Does a Iri~arJ redly existb? 1s it worth the expense to remove material that has not caused 
significant physical damage hr more that 50 years? 

On the other hand, we (Reactives Management) have personal and corporate experience 
confirming that both 40 ym old TORYEX and 30-yew old artillcry shclls will undcrgo high- 
order detonations. The MK 47 depth bomb has a net explosive weight (NEW) of 252 
pounds. At 40 feet from a detonation (the approximate depth of the water), this would create 
an overpressure of 9.36 psi in air and cause soil movement with a velocity of approximately 
36 inches per second (ips). That overpressure kills people and destroys buildings. An 
overpressure of 3.0 psi severely damages conventional structures. The US Bureau of Mines 
sets a maximum overpressure of 0.03 psi for commercial blasting. The soil movement of 36 
ips will can.% buildings to collapse and destroy underground pipes, utility lines and 

P.O. BOX 2598 + CHESAPEAKE, VIRGINIA 23327 804-436-1 033 
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foundations. The Bureau of Mines limits soil velocity to 2.0 inches per second for 
commercial blasting. When comparing numbers (overpressures of 0.03 or 3.0 or 9.36 psi or 
soil velocities 2.0 and 36 ips) it is critical to recognize that blast effect scales are 
logarithmic, not linear. In addition, water is a good transmitter of shock waves. This means 
that the submerged ordnance will have less air blast (overpressure) but greater ground -- or 
water -- shock. Thus a significant explosive hazard exists. Similar values for the 5-inch 
shells at AOC 502 are overpressures of 2.70 psi at 40 feet, 0.13 psi at 500 feet and soil 
velocitjes of 3.19 ips at 40 feet and 0.06 ips at 500 feet. From these calculations, it is 
obvious lllat a lifethreatening condition exists at all AOC's with UXO. 

A rule of thumb in managing chemical-containing (mustard, nerve, and similar agents) UXO 
is that thc steel shell case will degrade or cullitpsc in 75 years and the agent will wealher or 
degrade in 75 years. Assuming that steel is steel and nitrated compounds degrade at roughly 
the same rate as chemical agents, the explosive hazards described above will e ~ i s t  for another 
century. Burying ordnance in anaerobic muds and silts will tend to slow down all oxidation 
processes, making both the steel casings rind explosive tillers last longer. If the UXO is not 
removed, there may also be CERCLA, RCRA, and some common law liabilities. 

AOC 500 and 501 both contain MK 47 TOWEX Dcptb Bombs. These are relatively thin 
steel skinned munitions. Ferrous clad munitions can be located with magnetometers. From 
personal experience, the area near piers (AOC 500 - Pier T; AOC 501 - Bldgs X-54 and X- 
5 5 )  will be heavily contaminated with a wide variety of ferrous objects. The type and size of 
these objccts arc limited only by the imagination and strength of personnel un ships and 
piers. Given the storm surges from hurricanes and nor'easkrs and bottom changes from 
dredging operations, it is certain that the MK 47's have moved significantly from their 
original locations. 

There are three types of TORPEX listed by current military manuals. They consist of: 
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Field tests or screening kits for RDX and TNT are commercially available. However, they 
will be of tittle use in attempting to locate the MK 47 due to the huge dilution of explosives 
by water. 

AOC 502 contains smaller ordnance (5-inch diameter shells with approximately 12 pounds 
NEW) but is similar to the other water AOC's. As above, it is virtually d n  that the 
shells, if in fact they hit the area where they were allegedly dropped, have been moved by 
currents, storm surges, and dredging operations. Field screening kits will be of little use in 
locating the bombs. If they exist, they will probably be in areas highly contaminated with 
ferrous debris and various objects, making location difficult. 

AOC 503 contains ordnance similar to AOC's 500 and 501, but under different 
ciruurnslances. Steel clad munitions (MK 17 llepth Bombs) with m i x d  explosives and 
aluminum are approximately located on base maps. Both the steel bomb casings and the 
explosives are similar to the MK 47's discussed above. Hazards, acute and chronic, physical 
and mechanical, are similar to those outlined above. A major difference with AOC 50.7 is 
the UXO is located in wooded wetlands, not in the water. This will make location and 
recovery easier. 

Costs for UXO work is generally b a d  on a tirne and ~nalerials basis. Rtaclives 
Management unit prices for UXO work are: 

Mobilizatjon/Dernobilization (once per project) 
Travcl: 

Personnel: 2 men X 16 hours round trip X $29.75/how 
Vehicle: 800 miles X $0.35/mile 

2 days rental X $35/day 
Site Time: 

Project manager (EOD qualified): 8 hours X %87.50/hr 
Reactives technician (EOD qualified): 8 hours X $77.SO/hr 
Vehicle: daily rental + local mileage (approximate): 
Schonstedt low sensitivity magnetometer: 2 X $50/day 
Foerstcr Fercx MK 26 high sensitivity magnerometcr: 1 X $125.00 
Flags, marking tape, consumable supplies, per day: 

Per diem: $94.00 per man per day X 2 men 

Thus, mobilization and demobilization would be approximately from Norfolk, VA. 
Daily billing would be approximately Based on our experience, it would take up to 3 
or 4 days to And the MK 17 bombs in AOC 503. Depending on how 'woodedw the wetlands 
are, backhocs and chain saws may be required. We have no corporate experience in 
underwater location and rtxovery. However, we estimate daily costs of approximately 

One staff member has personal expenence in locating and recovering UXO at a 
supposedly known site near a pier. A four man crew was involved for over one month. 
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In summary, we believe: 

a. World War I1 era ordnance will pose an explosive hazard well into the next 
century. This explosive hazard is significant. Some type of chronic, chemical hazard may 
exist but i t  not significant. 

b. Ordnance located on the surtace should be located and recovered. 

c. Ordnance located in water should be identified on appropriate charts, marked on all 
official documents and left in place. 

d. Cost and time estimates included in the above discussions are general estimates. 
Specific working conditions, local operating resuants and permitting by local and state 
agencies may significantly increase both time and costs. 

A 

If you &%$ additional information, contact me at: 

Reac tives Management Corporation 
1025 Executive Blvd, Ste 101 
Chesapeake, VA 23320 

Office telephone: 804-436- 1033 
24-hour telephone: 804-498-2539 
Fax number: 804-548-2808 

We hope lo continut: lo work with Ensafe/ Allen & Hoshall. 

Sincerely, 
A 

(ML), FAIC 
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Ordnance/Explosives 
Environmental 
Services, Inc. 

Mr. Dave Backus 
EnSafe/AUen & Hoshall 
Shelby Oaks Plaza 
5909 Shelby Oaks Dr. 
Suite 20 1 
Memphis, TN 3 8 143 

Subject: Request for Second Opinion: Naval Base Charleston UXO Sites 

Dear Mr. Backus: 

OrdnanceExp~osives Environmental S e ~ c e s ,  h. (OES) (a whoUy owned subsidiary of ESE) is 
pleased to respond to your request for a proposal and second opinion concerning UXO sites at 
Naval Base Charleston, S.  C . 

OES offers the following opinions pertaining to the Areas of Concern (AOC) addressed in your 
letter: 

1. AOC # 500 - UXO Site Between Piers S and T (two MK 47 Torpex Depth Bombs) 

• OES concurs with the Naval EOD team's proposed risk assessment to research the 
components and construction materials of the ordnance along with the physical 
environment in which the UXOs have rested. As the case thickness of the bombs 
is only -0.6 inches, it may be possible that the exterior of the bombs has 
deteriorated to the extent that the internal mer has been exposed and dissipated so 
that the items no longer present a hazard to human health or the environment. 
However, while OES concurs with the EOD team's a p p r o a  we feel that it 
would be irresponsible not to also undertake a geophysical search for the items. It 
may well be that the chance of locating the items is slim, but without searching, we 
will never know. In our opinion, a geophysical search should be conducted but the 
extent of the search should be predicated on the results of the risk assessment. 

2. AOC # 501 - UXO Site in Cooper River East of Buildings X-54 and X-555 (two MK 47 
'Torpex Depth Bombs) 

OES concurs with the Navd EOD team's proposed risk assessment, but in 

P.O. B o x  17trJ Gainesvilk, FL'32601-1703 Phone (904) 332-3318 (800) R74-7872 Fax (904) 333-8622 
500 Wynn Urive, Suite K)4 Huntsv~lle. AL 35816 Phone (205) 8-4647 Fax (205) 830-4153 
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addition recommends a geophysical survey for the same reasons as identified for 
AUC # 500. 

3. AOC # 502 - UXO Site Between M s  G and H (three 5-inch shells) 

• OES concurs with the Naval EOD team's recommendation to perform a risk 
analysis, but again also recommends a geophysical search for the items. Since the 
cases of the 5-inch rounds are much thicker than the depth bombs, it is most 
probable that they are intact at the present time. 

4. AOC # 503 - UXO Site Smth of Building 665 (two MK 17 Depth Bombs) 

• Again, OES concurs with the Naval EOD team's remmmehtion to perfbm a 
risk assessment 6 t h  the provision that a geophysical swvey also be performed. 
Since the case thickness of  these items is the same as the MK 47 depth bombs (.U6 
bches), it may well be that the items have corroded to the extent that the explosive 
aler may have been eroded or washed away. The &at of the survey should 
depend upon the results of the assessment. 

S. Should the Navy and EnSafelAllen & HosbaU wish OES, Inc. to undertake a 
geopby sidundawatw search, and as the extent of q ~ y  such search required is unknown at this 
time, we would prefbrm the operation on a cost pfus fixed fee basis as outlid below and in the 
attached costing. 

o Task # 1 Site Visit. Field Maaager and Site Saf* and Bealtb O f k e r ~ v e  Team 
Supervisor on site for two days: 

Task # 2 Prepare work pldsite safety and health plan: 

Task # 3 Mob/demb six personnel (project Manager for one day only): 

Task # 4 Perform geophysical searcWdhhg for AOCs #500,501 and 502: 
per shy for four divers and one Field Mwer lSr .  UXO Supervisor. 

Task # 5 Perform geophysidvisual search for A O C s  # 503: p e ' h  
for five UXO persomeI. 

b Task # 6 Atter action report; 

6 .  The costs provided are e t h t e s  m d  assume that Navy EOD would perform any render 
safe pmcedurelrecuvery/disposal required, that operations would not be hampered by weather and 
that OES would have reasunabie access to the search meaa/excluion zones. The estimates also 
assume that the diving portion of the project would be completed when the water was warm 
enough to use wet suits rather than dry suits. The actual cost would be based on the overhead, 
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G & A and fke rates as specified in the attached castings. 

7. The length of time required for tasks # 4 and # 5 are unknown and would vary depending 
upon such factors such how large an m a  would require searching, cbe numbex of magnetic 
anomalies encountered and the extent of the search required based on the results of the Navy's 
risk assessment. As a general rule, OES estimates that with 10 anomalies per acre, apprordmately 
.5 acres per day could be searched. A site visit could provide a more accurate estimate of the 
amount of time required. 

9. If yourapire any further information, please do not hesitate to contact John Stine or me 
at 205-83048.47, or: 

OES 
500 w p  h i v e  
Suite 504 
Huntsville, AL 35816 

Sincerely, 

Wayne Ev 
Seaior UXO Supervisor 

cc: J. Sthe 
File 
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April 4, 1996 

Davc Backus 
Ensafe 
5909 Shclby Oalcs Plaza, Suitc 20 1 
Memphis, TN 38 1 34 

Reference: 160406 

Subject: Second Opinion - Naval Base Charleston UXO Site 

Dear Dave; 

Based on the information provided, EODT Services concurs with the Navy project 
manager's approach and Navy EOD's praposd risk asscssmcnt. 

Thc cnvironmcnt in which thc ordnance is located, coupIed with the number of estimated 
magnetic anornolies in these same areas, could be astronomical. The anorno1ies would both 
mask any cffcctivc search and m y  attempt to locate and remove the UXO. 

In our opinion, the hazards to physical health and the anvironmcnr arc not sufficient 
enough to warrent the expense of conducting a geophysical surveyfdetection of these iterns. 

Should the proposed risk assessment indicate the necessity of a geophysical survey, the 
cost estimate for a s u r v v  of onc wcck's duration is . This would not include any 
physical verification ie: Divinglexcavation of anomalies detected and plotted during the survey. 
If cliving/excavation were rtquird, it would take approximately thrw w a k s  and cost 

. These are rough estimates and could increase as much as 25%. depending on level 
of contamination, dcpth, casc of recovery, ctc. 

Should you havc any questions, plcasc don't hesibte to call me at 423/690-606 1. 

EODT SERVICES, ZNC. 

M. E. Short 
Vi oe-Presiclen t 
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SWMU 38 

AOC 571 

AOC 624 

p t t e  I SWMU 178 

CANDIDATE INTERIM MEASURES 
for 

conference call on 04/ 19/96 

PROPOSED ACTION 
Pesticide corn soil removal 
Soil removal, lead cantamination 
Cleanup of residual paint debris 
Possible bla t  grit removal. pending sampling resulls 
Need to I w k  at pmcess closure &la lo identity possible excenl a€ 
contamination- No RFT dala available lo be. (bldg. 44) 
If not covered by pmets closure, addifional lM work may be requiwd. - 
Waste oil tank ~ m o v s l  - (+!a &EE /&Po) 
Possiblc concainmcnt system to collect pheviously noted free product 
during periods of high wnm level, andlor removal of mce if 
idcntifiablc. 
Rmoval of pcbolcum imp~cted soils 

note: SWMU 25: Data needed to evaluate this site niay not be readily available by all for tvalualiorr. 
Once 1 receive it 1 will prornt~lgate to all 

Please lod: over this list of candidate interim measures and be prepared to provide i n p ~ ~ t  to mch a 
decision as to whether these additional sites are sulhble as an interim action. Specific comment topics tn 
address are: proposed actioo, identification of additional information mded to select site or conduct field 
activities priority ranking. Other conlments regarding these proposed sites are enmuraged. 

Post-It" bmnd fax rransmlttal memo 761-1 1 w at panes I i 
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INTERIM MEASURE CANDIDATE FORM INSTRUCTIONS 

Submitted by: Name of person submitting form 

Date: Date of submittal 

SITE INFORMATION (to be filled out by person submitting form) 

Sire nomenclature: name given to site (i.e, SWMU or AOC) 

Zone: Zone in which sites is considered 

Site description: Provide a brief description of the site and any pertinent information necessary 
fur consideration as an interim measure. Provide an attachment if necessary. 

Proposed objective: Provide a brief statement of the proposed objective of this interim 
measure. Provide an attachment if necessary. 

PROJECT TEAM ACTION (10 be filled out by Project Team) 

Date considered: Date in which the Project Team considers this site. 

Decision: Indicate with an 'x" the decision of the Project Team 

Comments: Comments are required concerning the reason for rejection or as an explanation of 
other by the Project Team. Comments may also be provided for an accepted site to provide 
any amplifying instructions or remarks. 

Priority: Indicate with an "x" the prioricy the Project Team determines for this site. Priority 
is ranked against a category of High, Medium,or Low based on potential or realized property 
reuse and the degree of difficulty considered to implement the interim measure. 



SPECIAL PROG OFC 

NAVAL %AEX CHARLESTON 
PROJECT TEAM CONFERENCE CALL MINUTES 

w APRIL 19,1996 

Location: Various 

Participants : Daryle Fontenot 
Tony Hunt 
Joe McCauley 
Brian Stockmaster 
Hayes Patterson 
Paul Bergstrand 
Johnny Tapia 
DoyIe B r i m  
Dave Backus 
PauI Tomiczek 
Cecile Lacey 
Kevin Tunstall 

SDIVIBEC Meeting Chairperson 
SDIV/F@M Meeting Scribe 
SDIV Tier 2 Link 
SDIViRPM 
SDIV 
SCDHEC 
SCDHEC 
USEPA 
E/A&H 
Bechtel 
Galileo 
SUPSHIP DET 

11 10 - Meeting Began, R.011 Call 
Daryle Fontenot began the meeting by calling a roll of expected participants. Todd Haverkost 

was absent but was represented by Dave Backus. Johnny Tapia is representing SCDHEC. Paul 
Bergstrand joined afterward. 

\--, 11 15 - Discussion on Assignment of Scribe duties - 
A suggestion was made that SDIV provide a person for recording the meeting minutes. Dave 

Backus mentioned that E/A&H has personnel available that are familiar with environmental 
language and experienced at this type of task. Joe McCauley stated that Tier 2 assigns this task 
to each member. Tony Hunt volunteered to act as scribe for this conference call. There was 
no further discussion on. assi,pnmt of scribe duties. 

1120 - Review of April 9, 1996 Meeting Minutes 
Sumrnary of changes 

I-) Page 10, Action Item for BCT due 4/19; Add to BCT agenda for next week, 
2.) Page 15, Action Item for Chicora; Change due date to 4/22, Johnny responsible. 
3.) Page 16, Proposed agenda - May; Add item 6A, report on BCT decision on UXO, 
Daryle presenting. 
4.) Page 12, fourth paragraph under RAB meeting discussion; Restate, "Joe McCauley 
directs the BEC and Navy RPMs that any project proposed wiIl be brought before the 
Project Team and tested for consensus prior to proceeding". 
5. )  Page 6,  2nd to last paragraph; Cbange "hardous  to "Solid". 

I 6.) Page 7, 4th paragraph; Change 2nd aad 3rd sentence to read "between SCAPS personnel 
and E/A&II[. SCAPS personnel ran their.. . " 
7,) Page 15, Action Item 5; Delete sentence that begins, "Next meeting.. . ". 

Dave wiU bring copies and page changes to the next meeting. A procedural issue was 
proposed that would require hnal minutes to be distributed after review and concurrence of the 

-. 
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team. No action was taken on the proposal. Discussion on ground rules was already an agenda 

V 

item at the May Project Team meeting. 

1145 - Interim Measure Candidates 
Summary of Decisions (Refex to handouts provided prior to conference call) 

1.) SWMU 38; Preliminmy scope is removal of a small area of contaminated soil which has 
been further defined by a second phase of sampling. 
Consensus test to add to list of Interim Measures - passed. 

2.) SWMtT 42; Preliminary scope is removal of a small amount of contaminated soil adjacent 
to building 1803 and south near the railroad tracks. 
Consensus test to add to list of Interim Measures - passed. 

3 .) AOC 571 - Paint booth in Building 177. Discussion centered around whether samples had 
been taken t determine if hazardous waste remained. Not enough information was available 
to make a decision so the proposal was made to remove from the list. 
Consensus test to remove from consideration at this time - passed. 

4.) SWMU 109 - Abrasive blast grit area. 
Consensus test to add to fist of Interim Measures - passed. 

5 . )  SWMU 25 - Old electroplating facility. Preliminary scope is to remove c o ~ t i o n  from 
interior of structure in preparation for demolition. 

V Consensus test to add to list of Interim Measures - passed. 

6 . )  SMWU 83 - Old founda.ry. Preliminary scope is to remove lead dust and residue and PCB 
c o n ~ t i o n  in the interior of the building. Smoulder pots, ovens and motor generators still 
remain within the facility. This equipment was not addressed in the process closure of the 
facility. Kevin stated that the process closure plan for the facility only addresses the cleaning 
of the pipe trenches which would occur as part of the remediation effort. Dave has results of 
particulate sampling stations that were placed in the builbg during Zone E work. Dave will 
c o o r b t e  with Kevin to provide these results. 
Consensus test to add to list of Interim Measures - passed. 

7.) AOC 609 - Waste Oil Tank. This tank may be a candidate for removal under the UST 
program. It was not clearly understood why this tank was included as an AOC to begin with. 
No sample r e d @  were available for the rank: contents. Kevin volunteered as an action item to 
find either data or sample tank to provide this information. Depending on tbe contents of the 
rank the removal of the tank may proceed under the UST program. As an action item Tony is 
to distribute the SCDHEC poky provided by Joe Bowen. 
Consensus test was not taken. 

8.) AOC 626 - Fuel farm area. The preliminary scope at this site is removal of petroleum 
saturated soil and installation of a free product recovery system at the valve transfer station at 
the comer of Hobson and Viaduct. It was emphasized that an attempt to completely remediate 

.- 
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this site, including the location of source contamination was premature. Prevention of further 
release to the Cooper River was agreed to be prudent. 
Consensus test ro add to list of Interim Measures - passed. 

9.) SWMU 178 - Site of apparent transformer fire. The sampling results at this site indicate 
high levels of petroleum c o n ~ t i o n .  Paul Bergstrand asked if PCBs had been analyzed for 
and it was thought that PCBs had shown non detects however Tony volunteered to verify this. 
Consensus test to add to list of Interim Measures - passed. 

Doyle mentioned that we should propose the actions at the Interim Measures to be complete 
as possible so that after performing some confirmatory sampling we may document that no 
further action is necessary. Other interim measures will be a "stop gap" measure only and will 
require corrective measures. 

1230 - Interim Measures Form 
(Refer to the form provided prior to the conference call) 
Brian asked if there were any questions regarding the Interim Measures Candidate Fom that 

he had prepared. In particular, was there any input into the site priority. It was mentioned that 
there is the potential for reuse, human health or environmental priorities. With this short list 
of Interim Measures bowever priorities among various sites may not present a problem. It was 
decided to add this discussion to the May Project Team meeting agenda. 

1240 - DRMOIGRAM Survey Plan 
Tony provided an update on the progress made on this action item. The work plan that 

currently exists is a survey plan only delineating the type of suneys, grid densities, and 
sampling requirements. No information is provided on d i i s a l  of radiological or hazardous 
waste. This will be provided in the work plan to be developed. RASO, which is the 
Radiological Affairs Support Office will coordinate with the DOD Executive Office which 
provides brokers for disposal. This disposal will be coordinated with the Department, Virgil 
Autry in particular, and through USEPA representatives. The work plan is intended to be 
prepared prior to he / Ju ly  timeframe to support the survey activities. 

The funding problem is in the process of being resolved. CMDR Ferron and Capt George 
from RASO agreed that the De~achment has the appropriate expaienre to devdop the workplans 
and conduct the work. Therefore, a change to the funding document will be initiated in order 
to allow contracting the Detachment. 

1250 - RAB meeting discussion 
Doyle mentioned that he had a telephone conversation with Mr. Lou Mhtz after the meeting 

on April 9. Doyle asked ]Lou if he received his information from EPA, SCDHEC, ?he Navy or 
the contractor and Lou had said that he did not. Doyle felt like he had not breeched the trust 
of the team. Tony also mentioned his conversation with Jim Moore subsequent to the Apd 9 
meeting and said that Jim did nor witness any conversations that Doyle may have had w i a  any 
member of the RAB. Joe McCauley suggested that the team take a vote of confidence in Doyle 
as a team memba based on the infomation that had been provided. 
Consensus test passed. 
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1300 - Other bllsiness 
Brian suggested that we review the IR sites for UST candidates. 
Brian also suggested that we add a discussion on changing the Environmental Condition of 

Property map in the BCP in order to reflect the current status of the RFI. Daryle added that the 
Navy has to respond to a NAVFAC letter concerning updating these maps. 

Doyle mentioned that the BCT seminar is in Charleston the Month of July and coincides with 
the RAB meeting dates. He suggested that we give thought to what will be presented during this 
meeting as there may be some special guests. 

1307 - The meethg adjourned 

ACTION ITEM SUMMARY 

Action Responsibility Due 

1. Research the requirements for Solid Waste Permits f .Tapia 4/22 

2. Determiae contents on Waste Oil Tank at AOC 609 K - W t a l l  4/22 

3. Provide SCDHEC interpretation of Subtitle I and T-Hunt 4/26 
Subtitle C division of responsibilities 

4. Determine AOC 609 and AOC 626 tank status with P.Bergstmd 4/26 
- Tim Metlen 

5. Proposed May Project Team meeting agenda D . Backus 513 

MAY MlEE7'ING AGENDA ADDITIONS 

1. Discussion on priority definition on Interim Measure form. 

2. Discussion on transfer of IR sites to remediion under the UST program. 

3. Discussion on updating the Environmental Condition of Property Map in the BCP. 

4. July RAB presentation. 

It was agreed that these agenda items would be validated, prioritized and clarified with any 
other agenda items prior to the meeting therefore no consensus vote was necessary. 
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-- South Carolina Department of Health 
and Environmental Control 

B d  
Henry 5. Jordan. M.D.. CbPirmm 

John 0. Paw. M.D.. V ih irman  
W;I&m E Apvkgate. l l t  Seemy, 

' T o w  G n h m  Jr.. M.D. 
John H. 0urripr 

Rich.td L J Jbaur. D.D.S. 
Cut& 8. Spiuy. Jt. 

rn JUIW , 1.989 won officials m=&d an agreemwrt 
for  various - 

~ t a n l c s . I h m r e - t b a t a g r E = m t .  
-* --w=d 

--will,-, a a d i E = s E d ~ J i = H 8 9 9 . 0 f y e n e  
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. the - ili- of the mzaxdms 
.ce~lrn- -e- DivLian £m 

wi- stprage tank S ~ O S .  
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---dl- r i r  mma{+inn P a b C r  

-The purpose o i  chis pos i t ion  paper is to c l a r i f y  the reapansibilities 
Of t h e  RCRA Branch and Ground-Uater protection Branch in R q i o n  y~ 
Eor the R C m  S u b t i t l e  I underground Storage tank (UST] pregraJa. 
There is o potential ovezlap of S u b t i t l e  I and Subtitle C 
requirements for USTs that contain regulated substances. 70 avoid 
t h i s  overlap,  each program w i l l  have responsibility f o r  the 
partlcuLar.cLrcmstances d i scussed  below. 

A.  F a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  have na RCRA permit and have no incerim status 
under RCRA- - 
1. U S I s  which contain hazardous  substances defined unde- 

Section IOLI141 of CERCLA and a r e  nor d e f i n e d  as a 
hazardous waste or a mixture of hazardous wastes as defined 

USIr containing hazardous subsrances;which are reqrrlated- 
unde: subtitle I w i l l  be subject to 4 0  CFR P a r t  280. 
Releage of a hazardous substance(s1 to the envizomenc from 
USTs r e g u l a t e d  uqde: 40 CTR Part 2 8 0 ,  w i l l  be regulated 
under the jurisdiction of Subtitle I (Ground-Water 
Protection Branch) .  

USTS contaidiriq petroleum substances  w i l l  be reguLated under 
Subtitle 1. 

B. pseilities that haYe a RCRA o e m i t  o r  are ooeratina unde: in tec ia  - 
status .. - 
1. USTs char conta in  hazardous wasres, s o l i d  waste or a mfxtutc 

of t .ara~dous  wastes and another regulated  subscancer 

I£ the UST contains material t h a t  i s  classified as a 
hazardous waste defined under Subtitle C ,  t h i s  UST will be 
excluded from a l l  t h e  requirements-of S u b t i t l e  I and w i l l  bt 
regulated under Subtitle C. 

WSTs c o n t a i n i n g  so l id  waste ( b u t  not hazardous) its defined 
in 1004 of the RCRA s t a t u t e  are only r e g u l a t e d  under 
S u b t i t l e  c author icy  i f  a release occurs that contains 
hazardous constituents. C o z r e c t i v e  actions t o r  releases of 
hazardous constituenes f rom chose USTs will be hanulea unde -7 lODP(u), )OOB(hl, ot 3 O O 4 l v )  of RCW. 
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/ .  
\- 2. petrolem subscanoe USTS: 

Petroleum USTS w i l l  be megulated under 40 CPR Part 280. 
corrective actimns £or releases t ron pet-oleun USfs w i l l  be 
conducted under t h e  dirrc~ion of the Ground-Watet Protection 
Branch. 

3 Hazardous substance USIS: 

Usrs containing hazardous substances (not defined as a 
hazardous vast~l subject t o  S u b t i t l e  I regulat ions  w i l l  be 
regulated under' S u b t i t l e  I u n t i l  a release 8CCurS. 
Corrective action for releases that are d e t e m i n e d  to b'e ' 

hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents a t  a RCRA 
permitted facility will be handled under Subt i t l e  C * ( m  
Branch) . Any other releases of hazardous substances-r W* be 
handled under S u b t i t l e  1 (Ground-Water Protection .Braachl. 

Petroleum and hazardous substance releases at s RCRA 
permitted f acilityz 

Where t h e r e  is a p o s s i b i l i t y  of a mixed plume, the two 
Branches w i l l  coordinate uith each other so determine 
whether subtitle I or Subtitle C will have j u r i s d i c t i o n  and 
vhich  requirements v i l l  be followed. 

~f cirsurastances should asise that are not specifically a d d r e s d . i n  
this papor. t h e  =espective Branch Chiefs w i l l  meet to decide a - s ~  
of action. This agreement can be amended in the future4 i t  need& 
with  t h e  concurrence cr both  Branches- 
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NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON 
PROJECT TEAM MEETING 

CONFERENCE CALL AGENDA 

Date: 05/23/96 Facilitator: Cecile Lacey 
Time: 10:OO am to 12:OO pm EDT Attendees: Project Team Members 
Access No, 1-800-403-1038, access code 387776 Tier 2 Link: Joe McCauley 

Please read: Bioremediation Pilot Project Package 
May Project Team Meeting Minutes 
Latest Interim Measures Candidate Site Information 
Project Priority List 

AGENDA TOPICS 

1O:OO - 10:05 Role Call T. Haverkost 

. 3:05 - 10:20 Approve May Project Team Meeting Minutes (Decision) Team 

10:20 - 10:40 Discuss Bioremediation Pilot Project (Decision) B. Dearhart 

10:40 - 11:OO Interim Measures Candidate Sites (Decision) T. Hunt 

11:OO - 11:20 Follow up Discussion - RFI sites to UST Program (Decision) P. Bergstrand 

11:20 - 11:30 Project Priority List Discussion (Decision) T. Hunt 

11:30 - 11:35 Report on Tim Mettlen' s Availability to Team (Information) P . Bergstrand 
, Bg* J & U M ~  - h w r ?  Rr(r~r66 NS-CS 

/ 11:35 - 11:40 Report on CSO Representative to Team (Information D. Fontenot 

11:40 - 11145 Set Date for Zone E 60% Progress Meeting (Decision) T. Haverkost 

11:45 - 12:OO Wrap up and Adjourn C. Lacey 

Conference Call Chair - Todd Haverkost 
Conference Call Minutes - Paul Bergstrand 
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E-MAILIFAX COVER SHEET 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 

Team, Environmental (one each) 

From: Paul M. Bergstrand SCDHEC 
Phone: 803-896-401 6 
FAX : 803-896-4W2 
E-mail: "bergslpm@m1umb34.dhec.statete sc.us" 

To: Dave Backus 
Doyle Brittain 
Bobby Dearheart 
Daryle Pontenot 
Pat Franklin 
Todd Havwkost 
Tony Hunt 
C€?cile Lacey 
Gabriel Magwood 
Joe McCauley 
Tim Mettlen 
Hayes Patterson 
Christine Sanford-Coker 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Paul Tomice  
Kevin Tunstall. 

WA&H 
EPA 
DET 
SDiv 
SDiv 
EiA&H 
SDiv 
Galileo 
SDiv 
SDiv 
SCDHEC 
SDiv 
SCDHEC 
SDiv 
SCDHEC 
Bechtel 
DET 

Date: 20 May 1996 

Re: Draft Team minutes, action items, parking lot items and next agenda 

Total number of pages including the cover sheet: 

I've done my best although I probably have e m y  spin on the issues. Ben though I will 

run spell check there will be spelling problems. Please let me know what needs to be improved. 

Brian, would you please disfribuh the draft minutes at South Div?' Bobby, would you 

please distribute the draft minutes at the Detachment? 

The Oeo-Cleanse presentation will be Thursday after 10:30 and should last about an hour. 

We meet @ 1051 Shine Ave. on the base. Call Dick Souza @ 803-238-6080 for directions. 
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1) The ,son item s m  was reviewed. There was some discussion about the Chicora 

Tank Pann and the CAMP. 

2) The -dine Pr&t Lia was presented by Tony Hunt. The question for the Team 

was on the FORMAT and CONTENT of the Project List, Some of the Comments and 

suggestions were made to include Bechtd, add a RAD Category, modify the UST 

category, add a miscellaneous catqory. In g e n d  the response was to keep and expand 

upon the format. A small Team was suggested to develop a dnft form but the Team 

decided not n e c e s q .  

3) The gnvk~n~.ental wklsd/prioritv ranldng was discussed by Tony Hunt. Some of the 

following worldoad points were made: 

A) There is a pemption within lDoD and Nav that there is no progress at CNS. 

B) Data analysis, inte.rpretation and reporting is/has been a major hurdle. There 

should be better progress once the form becomes understood. 

C) Mapping some sketchy environmental results is very difficult. 

D) The Team has been learning on the Zone H Report. 

The following priority ranking points (reasons) were made: 

*) Better Tracking. 

*) Promote Progress. 

*) Work Together (on high priority plans, reports, etc.) 

) Resolve conflicting time demands. 

*) Complete design ready for action. (Tam agrees to work scope.) 

*) Reduce stress. 

*) Project resource needs. Use resources more efficiently. 

*) Prevent schedule change. 

*) Handle emergencies (better and as a team). 

*) Avoid heat (by addressing problems as a team). 

(From my notes I am adding: 

A) The Team should recognize the main categories of work, workplans, reports and 

FOSLs. 
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B) The Team should keep a General Priority Ranking, w i n g  it as adjustable as 

needed. Could we generally state that FOSLs > Workplans > Reports? 

C) The question was asked, do we need a priority ranking system? 

TEAM CONSENSUS: The Team needs a priority system. 

TEAM ACTION: The Team will work on this the next meeting. 

LUNCH 

4) The * 
. . *was presented by Oabriel Mgwood. It was 

announced that startup of the project did not q u i r e  a permit sinca the petroleum 

contaminated soils would not be leaving the site (CNS). Accepting non-hazardous soils 

from the IR program was discussed. It was clearly stated that only petroleum 

contaminated d s  associated with the SC UST program codd be accepted in the pilot 

project. The concerns resulting in excluding IR program soils is that the mila are 

managed by a different Bureau and could be contaminated with a wide variety of non- 

petroleum materials. It was stated that the facility has the ability to segregate soils. The 

building is currently being prepared by having lead based paint removed. The Mot 

project has three treatment v ~ a b l e s :  a)no tilling b)tilling c)tilfing with a bio- 

enhancement. Doyle Brittain requested a brief paper describing the projects logic, 

parameters, end point, and goals. Bobby Dearheart will provide the paper and the top$,b bod 

1 will be discussed in the 28 May teleconference. ""p$& 4 

5 )  The m i n x  RFI UST siU to the SW-gl~m was discussed by Tony &t . The 

vertigations of UST's from the R- 

e State UST program. Another central question is 

how does the RFJ USTs interactfinterface with the State UST program? The EPA 

Region IV position paper on USTs must also be included in the discussion. Several 

petroleum contaminated dtes which are candidates for transfer were presented. Please 

see the handout for specific details. It was also suggested that petroleum contaminated 

sites which are not associated with UST be eligible for transfer to the State UST 

program. This topic will be discussed in the 28 May teleconference. 

6) The h&h Mcasureg at eleven sites was presented by Bobby Dearheart. I didn't get a 
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good record of the discussion. The Team will decide something about interim measures 

during the 28 May 1996 teleconference. 

7) RAB meting presentations were discussed. Wayne Cotton reviewed items about the 

Chicora Tank Farm. Interim Measure items were presented by Brian Stmlana~ter. 

Groundwater Modeling was presented by Tony Hunt. RPI workplans and repats were 

discussed by the Team. 

8) The meeting adjourned until the RAB meeting at the Dorchester PubIic Library. Team 

members are to be available for discussion with RAB members and the general public 

from 930 to 6:30 pm. Please see the RAB agenda and minutes for additional detail. 

9) The Team resumed the meeting and revisited the remaining agenda items. 

10) W L o t a n d e q  were discussed. 

a) Just who should be voting Team members? 

b) How does the Team get the right people to meeting? Do those people have the 

ability to vote on issues? 

c) Teams originally started with the IR program (not BRAC). Must the team strictZy 

adhere to the BRAC definition of a Tam? 

D) Other parties such as the cuetakers office, permitting offices have the ability to 

become "show stoppers" with or without consensus. 

TEAM CONSENSUS: Other parties, such as Gabriel Magwood, Tim Mettlen, Archie 

Browder etc., should be considered resources and must be invited as need arises. 

TEAM ACTION: Review and revise Team consensus statement. 

TEAM CONSENSUS: The BTC is not a full votin~ Team member. - 
TEAM CONSENSUS: The Caretakers office may have a representative./ o,+& 3 4 5  

11) Building 79 Investigation Results were presented by a-6 A report of 

findings was presented to the Team. Please see handout for details. Discussion ensued 

regarding the next phase of the investigation. 

TEAM CONSENSUS: EnSafe will collect four additional samples within the castern 

~6ztion of the interior of Building 79 at location drawn on the map. Ten or more soil 

brings will be collected outside of Building 79. EnSafe will report findings at the next 
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Team meeting. All samples will be analyzed for Mercury only. 

12). The Team learned about diffexent behaviors from our Facilitator Cecil Lacey. The video 

was considered good (***) but some liked the book better. 

LUNCH 

13) The && BCT meeting minutes were presented by Daryle Fontenot. See the BCT 

minutes for details. 

14) The p - o _ . f &  was presented by Daryle Fontmot. In order 

fbr the promy to be reused by the interested party, site preparation, including soil 

excavation inside the warehouses must begin within 60 days. Some excavations may be 

up to 120 inches deep. The Team discussed the site which is in the Zone C report. 

Other discussion topics involved contamination and levels of contamination, the potential 

to excavate contamination from the former burning waste site, the value of test brings 

and samples, the disposal of excavated soils and watw (from d e w a k ~ n g  the excavations), 

the proposed site plans, worker environmenkl safety, liability and future land use, who 

would pay for environmental assessment and proper soil and water disposal. The Team 

decided site development could occur under tbe following conditions. 

A) The plans and specifications of the pits was submitted to South Div for review. 

B) The developer was responsible for characterization and disposal of soils and water. 

C) The fd remedial action has not been decided upon and may impact the facility. 

15) The Strwrnlinin~ lessam learned at Building 505 on the Myrtle Beach Air 

Force Base were presented by Paul Bergstrand. See the handout for details. A 

presentation of the Gw-Cleanse system will be made at the next MBAFB BCT meeting. 

The CNS Team was invited to attend the presentation. 

16) The Results from m a w  data-attSWMT1 29 
17 

was presented by Todd Haverbst. The 

data is from the Submarine Warfare School contamination. The difficulty of presenting 

discontinuous data points in light of the background contamination was digcussed, Todd 

H. and Tony H. will try to refine the maps. 

17) The miew of T-eina and intrxa-w was presented by Cecil Lacey. Some. 

suggestions included: 
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Using meeting time more efficiently. 

Scheduling difficult decisions early in the day. 

Develop better tracking techniques (for meeting topics and discussion). 

Topic presenter should stand to fhce the Team. 

18) The Team adjourned the meeting at 4:20. Kevin Tunstall, Bobby Dearheart, Johnny 

Taph and Paul Bergstrand drove to view the interim measures at the Coal Staging area. 
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ACTION ITEMS 

A) Tonv Hunt.&*; Will research requirements on a Chicora Tank Farm Closure plan 

and will submit to Harold Seabrook (SCDHEC). 

B) 21 May; Wi review Tony's Project form and will submit comments 

and additions with the intent of submitting/presenting the form to the RAB. 

' Q  ]eaulEk:-; Will speak with Tim Mettlen regarding transferring USTs 

in the RFI program and petroleum contaminated sites not associated with USTs into the 

State UST program. 

D) Bobby Dmeart by 20 m; Will provide the paper on the Bioremediation Pit Project 

and the topic will be discussed in the 28 May teleconference. 

j E) j; Will talk with Tim Mcttlen about moving petroleum 

contamhated sites into the SC UST program for action. 

d p> mbbv D m ;  Will provide the team members by Fax interim measures sheets for 

discussion during the 28 May 1996 teleconference, 

1 0) P ; will talk with Tim Mettlen about attending CNS Team 

meetings when UST issues are being discussed. 

1 H) Tony Hunt rnD@eFcx&o ot b~~2&&; Will speak with Cdr. Darby for the name of 

the caretakers Team representative. 

1) Tony Hut bbv 22 Mav; Will provide the Zone K info package to the Team. 

Fontem will review the Zone C FOSL fbr any restrictions on property re-use 

and development. 

K) Team Me- 11 June; Will review Team ground rules for a vote. 
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NeXT AGENDA (Parking Lot) 

Teleconference 

Date 28 May 1996 

Time: 10:OO am until 12:W 

*) Bimmediation at Building 1601. Bobby Dearheart. 

) Follow-up; Moving petroleum contaminated RFI sites into the SC UST program. Paul 

Bergstrand. 

*) Follow-up; Sites for Interim Measures. Bobby Dearheart. 

*) Follow-up; Tim Mettlen ability to attend CNS Team meetings. 

*I 
Next Team Meeting 

Date: 11 & 12 June 1996 

Start time 8:00 am, Lunch 12:00 to 1:00 pm, two 15 minute breaks. 

Location: Charleston, site Unknown 

Subjects 

*) Meet and Greet; Check in. 

*) Review Agenda, addimodify items as needed. 

*) Environmental Condition Property Map. 

*) Discuss Zone H RFI Report and comments. 

*) 1997 Budget Information. 

*) Work load and Pfioxity Ranking (Matrix) 
M X L  

*) Applicability of groundwater"results. 

*) Tony Hunt. Follow-up; Who is Cdr Darby's representative for Caretaker? 
~ P ~ J G  %WK;,S 

*) Follow-up; Building 79 investigation report. 

*) Voting; Team ground rules. Agenda building. 

*) Review of RAB agenda. Preview presentations, critique. 

*) Review of ILAB meeting. Follow-up on action items, critique. 

cns-maa. 605 (Minutes-Action Items- Agenda) 



BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE CLEANUP TEAM 
MINCTTES OF MAY 7, 1996 MEETING 

On May 7, 1996, the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Cleanup Team (BCT) met at the South Carolina Department of Health 
and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) District Office in Aiken, 
South Carolina. Ann Ragan, Daryle Fontenot, and Doyle Brittain 
attended. A copy of the agenda is attached. The meeting started 
at 12:OO Noon and ended at 5:45 PM. 

MEETING OVERVIEW 

1. THE BCT DISCUSSED the agenda, and added a couple of last 
minute items, 

THE BCT AGREED on the agenda. 

2. THE BCT DISCUSSED the taking of minutes. 

THE BCT AGREED that Doyle Brittain would take the minutes. 

BCT ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. THE BCT DISCUSSED the concept of the role of the BCT with 
respect to the Project Team (PT) and Partnering. It became 
apparent that there is confusion over the role of the BCT. 

THE BCT AGREED that the confusion started about the time 
.. that a number of things happened, including a turnover of 

personnel in the State and Navy, the Finding Of Suitability 
to Lease (FOSL) workload began, and formal Partnering began. 

2. THE BCT DISCUSSED the PT rule regarding getting permission 
before allowing visitors to attend the PT meetings, 

THE BCT AGREED that we need to clarify this rule at the May 
14-15, 1996, PT meeting. 

3. THE BCT DISCUSSED the property reuse status report which is 
generated by the Naval Base Charleston Caretakerss Office. 

THE BCT AGREED that the BCT needs to receive a copy of this 
report at least monthly. Daryle Fontenot agreed to followup 
on this. 

4. THE BCT REVIEWED AND DISCUSSED sections from the BRAC 
Cleanup Plan (BCP) Guidebook, Fall 1993. Specifically: 

a. Section 2, BRAC Cleanup Team/Project Team, Pages 2-1 - 
2-6. 

b, Appendix B, Subject: Fast Track Cleanup at Closing 
Installations 



c. Appendix B, DoD Guidance on Establishing Base 
Realignment and Closure Cleanup Teams 

d. Appendix B, DoD Guidance on Improving Public 
Involvement in Environmental Cleanup at Closing Bases 

Copies are attached. 

THE BCT AGREED that the BCT roles and responsibilities are 
"big picturem and policy items, and that the BCT is the 
point of contact for communicating cleanup information, such 
as with the Restoration Advisory Board, as stated in the 
above DoD Guidance. 

THE BCT AGREED that the following question needs to be 
answered: "Is there a conflict.between the DoD Guidance and 
Partnering?" 

THE BCT AGREED that there are parts of the DoD Guidance 
which w e  are not currently following. Specifically: 

a. DoD Guidance says that the Base Transition Coordinator 
(BTC) should be a member of the PT. At Naval Base 
Charleston, he is not. Should the BTC be made a member 
of the PT? 

b. DoD Guidance recognizes that the PT is made up of a 
host of people who work in all environmental media and 
support roles. It says that few PT team meetings 
require participation by all members. At Naval Base 
Charleston, we need to define who is on the PT and who 
needs to be at which meetings. 

c. DoD Guidance says that the BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator (BEC) leads the PT meetings. At Naval Base 
Charleston, we are rotating this responsibility. 
Should the BEC lead the PT meetings? 

d. DoD Guidance says that the BEC will propose and 
negotiate changes needed in Federal Facility 
Agreements, Interagency Agreements, or similar 
agreements, orders and decrees to expedite cleanup. 
This is not currently happening at Naval Base 
Charleston. 

e. DoD Guidance says that "Issues affecting the execution 
of environmental cleanup programs should be resolved at 
the BCT level.I1 There are significant instances where 
this has not happened. How can we prevent this from 
happening in the future? 



f. DoD Guidance says that "The RAB will work in 
partnership with the BCT on stakeholder issues and 
related matters. Through the RAB, stakeholders may 
review progress and participate in the decision making 
process - - -  Information on cleanup activities such as 
draft and final technical documents, proposed and final 
plans, status reports, etc, will be provided to the RAB 
and made available to the public in a timely manner. 
Public comments will be actively solicited and 
considered before documents are finalized." This is 
not happening at Naval Base Charleston. We are not 
providing draft documents or predecision documents to 
the RAB and soliciting their input. How do we resolve 
this? 

TEE BCT DISCUSSED the Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) issues at 
Naval Base Charleston with emphasis on what constitutes a 
"due diligenceN search. 

THE BCT AGREED to delay making a decision on what 
constitutes a due diligence search until we hear a 
presentation from SCDHEC at the May 14-15, 1996, PT meeting. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY 

THE BCT DISCUSSED the reclassification of property based on 
the results from the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) Facility Investigation (RFI) Reports which have been 
generated. The proposal discussed was that since the RFI 
Reports give more and better information than was available 
when the property was originally classified, this more 
current information should be used to reclassify the 
property, recognizing that the RFI Reports are draft so the 
reclassification of property would be draft. Once the RFI 
Reports are finalized, the reclassification of property 
could be correspondfngly finalized. 

TEE BCT AGREED to think about this and to discuss it further 7 
at the May 14-15, PT meeting. 

FY-97 BUDGET FOR NB CHARLESTON 

THE BCT DISCUSSED the FY-97 Naval Base C h a e d n  budget. 
It currently looks like we will receive $18.2 million. 

This was for information only. No BCT decision was needed. 



PROJECT WORKLOAD 

THE BCT DISCUSSED the project workload, with particular 
emphasis on expediting the SCDHEC and EPA review of 
documents. The question was asked as to what could be done 
to speed up this process. SCDHEC AND EPA identffied two 
items which would do the most to expedite the SCDHEC and EPA 
review of documents. Specifically: 

rove the quality of the documents submitted for 

b. Stay focused, e.g., the FOSL workload took a lot of 
time that could have been spent reviewing other 
documents. It's an either/or situation; everything can 
not be top priority. 

These items were discussed. 

RDA PROJECT 

THE BCT DISCUSSED a high priority project of the Charleston 
Naval Complex Redevelopment Authority. 

THE BCT AGREED that we did not have all of the information 
that we needed to make a decision. The names and locations 
of hazardous waste sites in the area and data generated in 
the area during the RFl are needed before a decision can be 
made regarding a FOSL and environmental permitting issues. 
Daryle Fontenot agreed to obtain this information and make 
it available to the BCT during the week of May 13, 1996. 

PERMITTING OF LESSEES 

THE BCT DISCUSSED new industry moving to Naval Base 
Charleston with an apparent perception that Naval Baee 
Charleston permits could be transferred directly to them or 
that they could share Naval Base Charleston's environmental 
permits. 

THE BCT AGREED that SCDHEC needs to have a ANew Industrymm 
meeting with these new industries and explain the 
environmental permitting requirements. SCDHEC is in the 
process of scheduling these meetinga now. 

NEXT BCT MEETING 

THE BCT DISCUSSED the time and place of the next BCT 
meeting. 

THE BCT AGREED that the next BCT meeting would be held at 
10:OO A.M., May 30, 1996, at the SCDHEC District Office in 
Aiken, South Carolina. 
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Section 2 

BRAC Cleanup Team/Project Team (Step 1) 

Section 1 of this Guidebook provides an introduction, an oveNiew of the BCP concept, and an overview of the Five-Step 
BCP process. 

This section describes the BRAC Cleanup Team, and recommends participants for the Project Team who can assist the 
BRAC Cleanup Team during the Five-Step BCP process. 

BRAC Cleanup Team 

Your BRAC Environmental Coordinator should contact the EPA and State environmental regulatory agency 
representatives to form your BRAC deanup Team. Once formed, your BRAG Cleanup Team will oversee the execution 
of its tesponsibllities as set for& in the DoD policy included in appendix B of this Guidebook. 

Your BRAC Cleanup Team's responsibilities include the management of the Five-Step BCP process and the preparation 
of your installation's BCP. Additionally, your BRAC Cleanup Team should identdy the resources it needs ro facilitate 
your effort. Your BRAC Cleanup Team, combined with the individuals they designate, becomes the BCP Project Team. 

Program Review Items 1, 2, and 19 

Program Review Items 1,2, and 19 (found in their entirety in section 3) solicit information on the Project Team and 
Project Team meetings. In summary, these Program Review Items require: 

Identification of BRAC Cleanup Team and assisting Project Team members in Chapter 1.3 of your BCP and the 
creation of a table listing the name, title, phone number, and roldresponsibility of each member 

Identification, if applicable, of any criticd ddciencies in the composition of your installation's Project Team 
(e.g., kick of rephory, community, technical, or administrative support personnel) and the formulation of 
a strategy to resolve these deficiencies (This strategy can include recommendations or requests for additional 
support. If necessary, include a discussion of this issue in Chapter 6 of your BCP.) 

Rationale 

The successful preparation of your BCP, as well as the successful execution of cleanup efforts at your instabon, is 
intrinsically dependent on the full participation of your BRAC Cleanup Team. It is paramount that your BRAC Cleanup 
Team achieve consensus on efforts to arrive at a c d d  cleanup and transfer efforts at your installation. The 
development of your BCP will aha require input from all environmental restoration and compliance program decision 
makers, as well as technical, operational, reuse, and administmiye specialists. 

Figues 2-1 and 2-2, i l l u m e  the relationships among various entities impacting environmental activities at your 
installation. Figure 2-1 shows the relationship between your Xnstdation Commander (or equivalent) and your DoD 
Base Transition Coordinator. Note that your BRAC Environmental Coordinator reports to your Installation Commander 
(or equivalent). Figure 2-2 depicts the relationships between your BRAC Cleanup Team (and assisting Project Team), 
your Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) and your Community Reuse Committee. Your DoD Base Transition 
Coordinator should serve as the primary interface between your Project Team and your Conmunity Reuse Committee. 
Once formed, your Comrnuni? Reuse Camn~ittee should actively develop reuse allernativcs. 



F&we 2- 1 
BRAC ImtaIlation Functional Relationships 

.. 

(Base Transit~on 

DoD 
Commander Base 

Coordinator 

- DoD Component and and Priorities 
Community Co-Chair 

------ 
- Base Transition Base Transition - Base Transition 

Coordinator* 

Base Transition Coordinator is one individual 

1 

Fgure 2-2 
BRAC Cleanup Team Keiutionships to Other Disfisal and Reuse Entities 

RKAC Cleanzil) l'hn Guidebook 



Your Base Transition Coordinator should, as early as possible, provide any Community Reuse Committeedeveloped 
reuse dternatives to your BRAC Cleanup Team/Project Team, who should use these alternatives to determine future 
land use categories. These future land use categories wdl became a critical consideration as your BRAC Cleanup Team 
develops proposed and final cleanup levels. At appropriate points in the process, your B R ~  Cleanup Team should 
work with your h e  Transition Coordinator to reconcile potential differences between proposed future land uses and 
proposed cleanup levels. Your RAB, through its DoD Component representative, will provide deanup alternatives (as 
viewed by the Community) for consideration by your BRAC Cleanup Team/Project Team. When appropriate, your 
BRAC Cleanup Team&oject Team should work with your DoD Component representative to the RAE to reconcile 
potential differences between RAB-proposed cleanup levels and other cleanup levels being considered by your BRAC 
Cleanup Team. 

Your Project Team should consist of these individuals and should hold regular meetings at convenient times. Project 
Team meetings can serve many purposes, from working meetings of Service personnel and suppoa contractors during 
elements of the Program Review, to expanded meetings of the BRAC Cleanup Team to idenfi and resolve technical, 
operational, or administrative issues that are impeding environmental restoration progress and may affect community 
redevelopment efforts at your installation. 

Guidance 

Form the BRAC Cleanup Team. The BRAC Environmental Coordinator is responsible for contacting the EPA and 
appropriate State environmental regulatory agency to initiate team formation. The BRAC Cleanup Team will serve 
as the decision makers for the efforts of the Project Team, especially during the execution of the 
Program Review. 

BRAC Cleanup Team 

BRAC Environmend Coordinator 

State BRAC Cleanup Team Representative 

WA BRAC Cleanup Team Representative 

Your BRAC Cleanup Team shodd then consider the following individuals for inclusion on the Project Team: 

Instaliation RPM (if different from designated BRAC Cleanup Team Representative) 

WA and State Remedial Project Managers (if applicable, and different horn designated BRAC Cleanup Team 
Representatives) 

Other Service Representative(s), including Major Command, Fleet and Engineering Field Division, or 
Component BMC organization representative(s) 

DoD Base Transition Coodmator (who will act as liaison between the Community Reuse Organization and 
the BRAC Cleanup Team as reuse scenarios are developed, so that cleanup issues related to reuse can be 
addressed) 

Senice Center/Service Agent Representative(s)/Contracting Representalive (typically restoration program and 
compliance program project managers or equivalents) 

Prime contractor(s) project rnanqer(s) 

Fall 199.3 



EBS contractor project manager 

US contractor project manager 

Additional EPA and State regulators who oversee restoration, compliance, naturaVculd resources, and 
reuse activities at your instahtion 

In addition to the BRAC Cleanup Team md the additional Projed Team members listed above, other resources may be 
necessary to conduct the Program Review. 

A recommended approach is to iden* the technical, operational, reuse, and administrative specialists who should be 
consulted with respect to one or more Program Review Items that require their individual expertise. The following kt, 
white not exhaustive, is included to provide your BRAC Cleanup Team with ideas for additional Project Team 
participants. Such inhviduals who should be considered include the following: 

- Installalion Environmental Sbff 

* Instalhition Civil Engineer or Staff/Public Works Officer/Directorate of Engineering and Housing 
Representative 

I n a t i o n  Health and Safety Program Managers, Industrial Hygienist, or equivalent 

Installation Compliance Program Manager(s) 

Installation Public AfXBirs OEcer or St& 

Installation Commander/Commanding Officer, or designate 

Component Cornmand Representative 

Component technical support specialists 

Community relations specialist(s), if Merent from Public Affairs Officer or Staff 

EPA and State oversight contractor(s) point(s) of contact 

Human health and ecological risk assessor(s) 

Analytical chemist(s) 

Laboratory or contractor @ty assumce/@ty control (QMQC) specialist(s) 

Environmental engineer(s) 

Site remediation specialist(s) 

Regulatory specialist(s) 

Information management speciahst(s) 



Real property specialist(s) 

Installation land-use planner(s) 

Contracting officer (s) 

Legal counsel 

F '  Pmject Team meetings requireparticipation by all members. Rather, the BRAC Cleanup Team 
should idenbfy the appropriate participants needed to make decisions on s+c meeting issues. Project Team 
meeting goals and suggested procedures are shown in table 2-1. BRAC Cleanup TeamfPtoject Team meetings should 
serve as the forum for assessing progress, obtaining consensus on problem issues, and eliminating confusion 
regarhng your installation's environmental activities, especially those programs that have an impact on timely and 
beneficial redevelopment. Proper exchange at BRAC Cleanup TeamProject Team meetings should greatly reduce 
document review periods once the BCP draft has been completed. Better communication among all parties wdl help 
elminate duplication of effort and lead to decisions concerning how best to use limited resources. 



h j e d  Team -t 

Project Team is designated by BRAC Cleanup Team (which is the decision-making 
nucleus of the Project Team) and lqi by the BRAC Environmental Coordinator 
Participation is need-driven 
Party with an issue is responsible for issue presentation 
Initial Project Team goal is to complete Steps 2 4  of Five-Step BCP process 
Future function of Project Team is to assist the BRAC CIeanup Team to 
maintain p r o g m  integrity, update BCP, and continue issue 
resolution on an "as needed" basis 

h j e d  Team Meetings should be used to do tbe folloruing: 

Conduct elements of the Step 2 Program Review 
Resolve "global" technical, operational, and administrative issues 
Discuss mod~fications to agreements based on strategies that are developed 
Resolve technical issues identified during BCP development for: 
- Specific sites or OUs 
- Methodologies and technologies 
- Proposed cleanup plans and schedules 
Reach consensus on procedural, organizational, and operational issues: 
- DataQMQCanalyses 
- Data validation, data quality assessment, and data management 
- Development of conceptual site or zone models and model summaries 
- Background contaminant concentration determination 
- Wsk assessment protocols 
- Data gaps and information gaps 
- Recommended No Further Response Action Planned (NFRGP) sites 
- Improved contracting approaches 
- Environmentat activities that may impact reuse 
- Schedule modification 

ReaotnmendadProjed Team meetingpmcdms during BCPeamtkm 
h&de tbe f-g: 

Written issue for discussion or proposal, submitted seven days prior to Project Team 
meeting for review by participants, if possible 
Oral presentation of issue(s) at meeting by party raising issue(s) 
Discussion and resolution of issue(s) 
Documentation of any resolved issue(s) in meeting summary report 
Program modifications, where appropriate 

Table 2-1 

Project Team Concept, Meeting Goals, and Recommended I'roccdures 



MEMORANDUM FOR SECFLETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Fast Track Cleanup at Closing Installations 

The President announced on July 2, 1993, a five-part program 
to speed economic recovery at communities where military bases 
are slated to close. The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Acquisition ( U S D ( A ) )  has begun implementation of the five-part 
program with a strategy paper promulgated on July 15, 1993. This 
policy memorandum is one in a series that will be issued to 
further implement the Presidentfs program and the USD(A) 
strategy. In particular, it provides Department of Defense (DoD) 
guidance on implementing "Fast Track" cleanup initiatives. 

The attached guidance includes procedures for establishing 
cleanup teams at closing bases, conducting comprehensive "bottom 
up" reviews of cleanup plans and  schedules, accelerating the 
National Environmental Policy Act process, involving the public, 
and preparing Suitability to Lease documentation, Also attached 
is updated guidance on implementing the Community Environmental 
Response Facilitation Act for identification of uncontaminated 
properties. 

The USD(A) will provide Components with a protocol and 
format for conducting the bottom up reviews at each closing 
installation by September 15, 1993- The results of the reviews 
and your revised cleanup plans must be submitted to him no later 
t h a n  April 29, 1994. 

I want to emphasize that this initiative calls for a sharp 
departure from "business as usual". As such, the DoD Components 
should use the attached policy for implementation without further 
issuance of Component-specific policy, unless absolutely 
necessary. Any necessary Component-specific implementing 
directives should be issued by September 3 0 ,  1 9 9 3 -  
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The Department's best efforts are critical to.communities 
successfully transitioning from base closure to economic recovery 
through economic redevelopment. I ask for your personal support 
and urge you to give this initiative continual, high level 
management attention and to allocate the resources necessary to 
help ensure success- 

Attachments 



DOD GUIDANCE ON ESTABLISHING 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND 
CLOSURE CLEANUP TEAMS 

I. PURPOSE 

This guidance implements the Presidentls plan to expedite 
the disposal and reuse of closing military bases by creating 
partnerships and accelerating environmental cleanup 
activities. It establishes a Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) Cleanup Team (BCT) for each Department of Defense 
(DoD) closing or realigning base where property is available 
for transfer to the community and empowers the team with the 
authority, responsibility, and accountability for 
environmental cleanup programs at these installations, 
emphasizing those actions which are necessary to facilitate 
reuse and redevelopment. 

11. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

This policy applies to all DoD installations slated for 
closure or realignment where property is available for 
transfer to the community pursuant to the Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1988 (P-L, 100-526) (BRAC 8 8 )  or the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L.  101- 
510) (BRAC 91, 93, and 95) . The policy1 s scope includes 
environmental cleanup programs and activities that support 
the lease or transfer of real property at affected 
installations under applicable statutes, regulations, and 
authorities, including but not limited to the following: 

- Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) 

- Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
- National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
- Executive Order 12580, Superfund Implementation 
- Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 

(CERFA) 
- National Contingency Plan (NCP) 
- Defense Environmental Restoration Program ( D E W )  

The requirements of this policy shall in no way impede, or 
otherwise affect the continuing responsibility to achieve 
and maintain environmental compliance in the ongoing 
operation of installation facilities. 

111. POLICY 

Department of Defense policy is to conduct environmental 
cleanup actions and programs to protect human health and the 
environment and to facilitate the reuse and redevelopment of 
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closure bases as expeditiously as possible. This policy 
will be carried out to promote economic reuse of affected 
installations in support of their surrounding.communities, 
while satisfying applicable environmental protection laws 
and regulations. 

PROCEDURES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. PROCEDURES 

1. In conjunction with the appropriate Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Regional Office and state 
environmental regulatory entity, every DoD 
installation slated for closure or realignment at 
which property will be available for transfer to 
the community shall form a BCT comprised of one 
representative from DoD, one representative from 
the state and, where appropriate, one 
representative from the U.S. EPA. The BCT will 
act as the primary forum in which issues affecting 
the execution of cleanup to facilitate reuse will 
be addressed. 

The DoD representative on the BCT (to be known as 
the BRAC Environmental Coordinator ( B E C ) )  will be 
appointed by the appropriate DoD Component 
responsible for the installation. The BEC 
appointed for each base will work for and within 
the DoD Component organization and will have the 
responsibilities and implementation authorities 
for environmental cleanup programs related to the 
transfer of the installation's real property. The 
BEC shall have experience commensurate with the 
responsibilities of the position. The regulatory 
entities are preparing similar policies to provide 
members to the BCT of comparable experience who 
will possess the requisite authority from their 
respective organizations to take the actions 
stipulated in this policy. 

3. The BEC, in conjunction with other members of the 
SCT, will conduct a "Bottom Up" review of the 
environmental cleanup. The "Bottom Up" review 
will include an evaluation of the existing 
environmental programs such as the Installation 
Restoration Program, Closure Related Compliance 
Program, and the Asbestos Program to identify 
opportunities for acceleration to expedite 
conveyance of property. Potential areas for 
acceleration include, but are not limited to: 



a. Review of selected technology for application 
of expedited solutions- 

. . 

b. Implementation of immediate removal actions 
to eliminate "hot spots" while investigation 
continues. 

c. Identification of clean properties. 

d. Identification of overlapping phases of the 
cleanup process. 

e. Use of improved contracting procedures. 

f. Interfacing with the community reuse plan and 
schedule. 

g. Embracing a bias for cleanup instead of 
studies. 

h. Validation of technology of the proposed 
remedy selection to ensure conformance with 
Fast Track Cleanup objectives. 

i. Identification of opportunities for 
application of presumptive remedies. 

j. Using innovative management, coordination and 
communication techniques (e , g . ,  partnering) . 

The product of this review will be a BRAC Cleanup 
Plan (BCP) which will be the road map for 
expeditious cleanup necessary to facilitate 
conveyance of property to communities for 
redevelopment. The BCP will be a phased plan 
which encapsulates and prioritizes requirements, 
schedules and cost of the environmental programs 
to be implemented by the BCT for completing 
environmental action in support of the cleanup, 
reuse and redevelopment of the base. For sites 
with existing Federal Facility Agreements ( F F A ) ,  
Interagency Agreements ( I A G ) ,  or similar cleanup 
agreements, orders or decrees, the BEC will 
propose and negotiate changes needed to expedite 
cleanup. 

B.  RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. Eor the purposes of carrying out this policy, the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments and the 
Director of the Defense Logistics Agency, through 
their organizations, shall be responsible for: 



a .  I d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  DoD ~ e p r e s e n t a t i v e  ( t h e  BEC) 
f o r  each i n s t a l l a t i o n  and n o t i f y i n g  t h e  
D U S D ( E S )  of t h e  Representat ivef-s  name and 
address  by September 1, 1993 .  

b .  Delegat ing t o  t h e  BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator (BEC) ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  permi t ted  by 
a p p l i c a b l e  law, a u t h o r i t y  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  t h e  execut ion  of a l l  environmental  
cleanup programs r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of 
t h e  base o r  p a r c e l s  wi th in  a BRAC Cleanup 
Plan (BCP) . 

c .  Ensuring t h a t  a l l  BECs a r e  adequately t r a i n e d  
t o  execute  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  

d. ~ a k i n g  the  resources  (e .g . ,  t e c h n i c a l  
e x p e r t i s e ,  con t rac t ing ,  l ega l ,  f i n a n c i a l )  
a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  BEC f o r  execut ing  the 
cleanup programs. 

e .  Acting on t h e  BCP within 3 0  days of r e c e i p t .  

f. Programming and budgeting f o r  t h e  r e sources  
r equ i red  t o  execute t h e  BCP.  

g .  Providing implementing i n s t r u c t i o n s  for this 
guidance. 

h .  Providing overs igh t  of t h e  B E C f s  a c t i o n s .  

The r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of t h e  BEC s h a l l  inc lude:  

a .  I n  conjunct ion with t h e  o t h e r  members of t h e  
BCT, conducting a "Bottom-Uptt review of t h e  
environmental  c leanup programs and submit t ing  
t h e  r e s u l t i n g  BCP t o  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  component 
by March 31, 1994. 

b. Contact ing t h e  appropr ia t e  U.S. EPA Regional 
Of f i ce  and state environmental r e g u l a t o r y  
agency and forming t h e  BCT. 

c .  Implementing a l l  environmental c leanup 
programs r e l a t e d  t o  c losure  i n  an exped i t ious  
and c o s t  e f f e c t i v e  manner i n  accordance wi th  
t h e  BCP. 

d. Negot ia t ing  appropr ia t e  cleanup and abatement 
a c t i o n s  with EPA and s t a t e  BCT members. 



Identifying resource requirements for cleanup 
and abatement actions. 

Acting as the liaison/coordinator with 
appropriate installation and headquarters 
commanders with regard to closure-related 
environmental compliance matters. 

Participating, in conjunction with other BCT 
members, as a member of the community's 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) and acting 
as liaison to the DoD Transition Coordinator 
on environmental matters affecting the 
leasing or conveyance of property (e-g., 
cleanup schedules and priorities, cleanup 
actions and levels, reports to community 
leaders on cleanup progress and/or possible 
impediments to a lease ox conveyance). 

Providing direction on the use of BRAC 
environmental funds to accomplish cleanup and 
abatement actions within resources available. 

Proposing and executing changes to existing 
cleanup agreements, orders and decrees, and 
other environmental procedures to achieve 
timely and cost effective cleanup. 

Serving as the Program Manager or the 
Remedial Program Manager where the 
installation has an FFA, IAG, or other 
regulatory cleanup agreement, order or 
decree. 

Signing the Record of Decision for cleanup 
actions under CERCLA. 

Signing the decision documents for corrective 
actions related to cleanup under RCRA once 
the operational mission has departed, and 
removal actions under CERCLA. 

Signing the decision documents for corrective 
actions related to cleanup under applicable 
state laws, regulations and programs. 

Signing the installation's Environmental 
Baseline Survey. 

Signing uncontaminated parcel determinations 
under CERFA. 



p .  P r o v i d i n g  i n p u t  t o  t h e  F i n d i n g  of S u i t a b i l i t y  
t o  Lease (FOSL) a n d  F i n d i n g  of  S u i t a b i l i t y  t o  
T r a n s f e r  (FOST) . 

q, E s t a b l i s h i n g  a n d  m a i n t a i n i n g  the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Record  and P a r t i c i p a t i o n  
P r o c e d u r e s  r e q u i r e d  under CERCLA and 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e c o r d s  o f  a l l  a c t i o n s  t a k e n  
with r e g a r d  t o  t h e  c l e a n u p  of t h e  
i n s t a l l a t i o n .  

r. M a i n t a i n i n g  a n  awareness  o f  the s t a t u s  o f  
s i t e  a c t i v i t i e s  a n d  i n t e r v e n i n g  as w a r r a n t e d  
t o  e n s u r e  e x p e d i t i o u s  p r o j e c t  c o m p l e t i o n .  

s . I n t e g r a t i n g  p r o p e r t y  t r a n s f e r  p r i o r i t i e s  i n t o  
the c l e a n u p  program.  

t .  C e r t i f y i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n  r e q u e s t e d  by lessee 
w i l l  n o t  i n t e r f e r e  with the  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
c l e a n u p  program. 

ISSUES RESOLUTION 

I s s u e s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  e x e c u t i o n  of e n v i r o n m e n t a l  cleanup 
programs s h o u l d  be r e s o l v e d  a t  t h e  BCT level. Fo r  s i tes  
with e x i s t i n g  FFAs, I A G s ,  o r  o t h e r  ag reements ,  o r d e r s ,  o r  
decrees, i s s u e s  which c a n n o t  be r e s o l v e d  by t h e  BCT will be 
h a n d l e d  i n  accordance  w i t h  e x i s t i n g  d i s p u t e  r e s o l u t i o n  
p r o c e d u r e s .  For  s i t e s  c o v e r e d  u n d e r  the  Defense  - S t a t e  
Memorandum o f  Agreement (DSMOA) program w i t h o u t  o t h e r  
agreements ,  o r d e r s ,  o r  decrees i n  place, d i s a g r e e m e n t s  will 
be resolved t h r o u g h  t h e  D i s p u t e  R e s o l u t i o n  p r o v i s i o n  i n  the 
DSMOA. Where d i s p u t e s  a r i s e  a t  sites w i t h o u t  any d i s p u t e  
r e s o l u t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s  i n  place, r e s o l u t i o n  w i l l  be made a t  
t h e  Component Deputy A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t a r y  l e v e l .  



DOD GUIDANCE ON IMPROVING PUBLIC 
INVOLVEMENT IN ENVIRONMENTAL 
CLEANUP AT CLOSING BASES 

I, PURPOSE 

This guidance implements the President's plan to expedite 
the closure and reuse of closing military bases. This 
guidance directs the Components to involve the community 
near a closing base in the cleanup program by making 
information available, providing opportunities for comment, 
and establishing and seeking public participation on a 
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) . 

I .  APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

This guidance applies to all Department of Defense (DoD) 
bases being closed or realigned pursuant to the Base Closure 
and Realignment Act of 1988 (P .L.  100-526) (BRAC 88) or the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (P.L. 101- 
510) (BRAC 91, 93 and 95) and where property will be 
available for transfer to the community , The policy 
explains DoD intent in establishment of RABs, fundamental 
responsibilities of the WB, and procedures for the RAB. 

111. POLICY 

It is DoD policy to: 

A. Be open, coopera4ive and forthright with the public 
concerning enviaonmental cleanup activities and to make 
information on program activities available in a timely 
manner. 

, B Provide opportunities for and encourage public comment 
on documents and proposed activities and to be 
responsive to comments. 

C. Establish an RAB at closing and realigning bases where 
property will be available for transfer to the 
community. The RA3 will work in partnership with the 
Base Cleanup Team (BCT) on cleanup issues and related 
matters. Through the RAB, stakeholders may review 
progress and participate in the decision making 
process. 
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IV. PROCEDURES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

A .  PROCEDURES 

1. An RAB will be established at each closing and 
realigning base where property will be available 
for transfer to the community. The RAB will: 

a. be comprised of DoD Component, United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
state representatives and members of the 
local community; 

b. be jointly chaired by a DoD Component 
representative (the BRAC Environmental 
Coordinator [BECI) and a member of the local 
community; 

c. meet the requirements of 10 USC Section 
2705(c), Department of Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program, which directs DoD to 
establish Technical Review Committees (TRC) . 
Where TRCs or other similar groups already 
exist, they shall be expanded or modified to 
become R A B s ,  rather than creating a separate 
committee. 

2. The DoD Components will seek to include on the RAB 
members who reflect diverse interests within the 
community (e-g. representatives of the local Land 
Reuse Committee, representatives of citizen, 
environmental and public interest groups; local 
government and individual community members) . RAB 
members may be nominated by regulatory agencies. 
The DoD Component should accept the nominations 
unless it determines that the nominees would not 
reflect the full range of views within the 
community. The membership selection process will 
be conducted in an open manner. 

3. A point-of-contact for cleanup information shall 
be identified at the installation level (normally 
the BEC). A second point-of-contact (e.g., at 
higher headquarters) to resolve problems in 
obtaining information shall also be identified, 

4. Information on cleanup activities, such as draft 
," and final technical documents, proposed and final 

plans, status reports, etc., will be provided to 
the RAB and made available to the public in a 
timely manner. Public comments will be actively 



solicited and considered before documents are 
finalized. 

5. Vehicles for disseminating information such as 
public meetings, bulletins, and central 
repositories shall be identified and used 
consistently. 

B. RESPONSIBILITIES 

1, The DoD Components shall: 

a. Ensure that the policies stated in this 
memorandum are implemented by their 
respective organizations; 

b. Ensure that adequate administrative support 
is available to establish RABs and conduct 
public outreach; 

c .  Conduct oversight of public outreach 
activities. 

d. Ensure  t h a t :  

i. community relations plans are developed 
or revised to reflect these policies; 

ii. RABs are established expeditiously and 
that their inputs are fully considered 
in decision making in the cleanup 
program; and 

iii. installation public affairs staff are 
involved in public outreach activities 
of the cleanup program. 

2 .  The RAE3 will: 

a. act as a forum for discussion and exchange of 
cleanup information between Government 
agencies and the public; 

b. conduct regular meetings, open to the public, 
at convenient times ; 

c, keep meeting minutes and make them available 
to the public; 

d. develop and maintain a mailing list of names 
and addresses of stakeholders who wish to 
receive information on the c leanup program; 



e. review and evaluate documents; 

f. identify project requirements;. 

g. recommend priorities among sites or projects; 

h. identify applicable standards and, consistent 
with Section 121 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) , propose cleanup 
levels consistent with planned land use, 





SPECIAL PROG OFC 

AGENDA S w Y  
NAVBASE CHARLESTON 

PROJECT TEAM MEETWG 
11 June 1996 

S:00 A.M to 4:00 P.M. 
Naval Reserve Center, Room ??? 

Meeting Chwpersoa - Paul Bergstrand 
Meeting Scribe - Doyle brill ail^ 

8:00 - 8: 15 - Inuoductions 
8: 15 - 8:30 - Rwiew Agm& addlmodQ as needed. 
8:30 - 9:00 - Discmsia on what should bC inrludsd in Mceting Minutes 
9:00 - 9:30 - Review Action Ilcms 

10 minute break 
9:40 - 10:30 - Budgel Information 
10:30 - 12:00 Groundwater Model Discussion 
12:00 - 1 :30 Lunch (Sourhdiv's "Spring Fling" ; barbeque lunch it1 the Air Force Base, pl- bring $5 
for your ticket) 
1:30-4:00 ZoneHKWRepoZt 

12 June 1996 
8:00 AM to ??? 

Naval Reserve Center, Room ??? 

8:OO - 8: 15 - Rcview Agenda. mnodify/delctr as needed 
8: 15 - 830 - RAB Meeting Dcbrief (Obsmations, Critique, adon item) 
8:30 - 9:30 - Ercvirmlental Condirion of Pxopcrty Map discussion. 

LO minute break 
9:W - 10:30 - Work load and Priority Rmkhg (Matrix) 
10:40 - 12:OO T~am &o& R&6 
12:oo - 1 :00 Lunch 
1:OO - ) :30 Building 79 inveseiga~on xcport 
1:30 - 4:OD Miscellaneous Topics 

I 
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AGENDA 
NAVB ASE CI-WESTON 

PROJECT TEAM MEETING 
11 June 1996 

8:00 A.M to 4:00 P.M. 
Naval Reserve Center, Room ??? 

Meeting Chairperson - Paul Bagstrand 
M n g  Scribc - Doyle Brittain 

8:15 - 8:30 - Review Agenda, add/modify as needed. 

8:30 - 9:r)r) - Discuvsian on what should be includcd in Meeting Minutes 
Objdvc;  Several tauu mwnbers have wriced confcrn tlrat we may bt attempting to document too much 
discussion in our meeting d u t e s .  The intent of this agcnda item is to dctedne what we need to 
include in our meeting minutes. 
Presenter; Paul Bagstrand 
k s i o n  Required. 

9:OO - 9:30 - Rcview Action Items 

10 minute break 

Y:40 - 10:30 - Budget Information 
Objective; The Navy is in the process of dwdevcloplng the budget far FY 97. This budget and execution 
plan as well as the process that the Navy used to b e l o p  the budget will be skarcd with the team. The 
intent of this discussion is to provide information on thc development of the budget and solicit team input 
to aswe we are requesting ~~ff ic ienr funds to mect our requiremats as well as our capabilirics. Input is 
especially requested for thc wecution plan will determine the schedulc of implementation. 
P m m t q  Daayle Fontem 
Infixmation only. 

10:30 - 12:M Groundwater Modcl Discussion 
Objective; Thc intent of t h s  agenda item i s  to &ass the use ofthe groundww model in inmasing our 
under6tanding offlow conditions and contaminant lranqmn in the surficial qdkr  at Naval Base 
Charleston. Thc capabilities and potatid uses of lhe model will be presented by USGS. Based on the 
team discussion, thc USGS will further r b  the model as it exists in order to meel our 11eeds. 
Presenter, Tony Hunt, Ttd CampbelI (USGS) 
Deasion required; What in fo~t ion  do we need from the groundwater &el. 

12:00 - 1:30 Lunch (Southdiv's "Spring Ring" ; barbeque lunch ar the Air Force Base, pleasc b m g  $5 
ror youc ticket) 

1:30 - 430  Zone H RFL Report 
Objecrive; This agenda ikm involvcs the discussion about the 70ne and site maps that have been 
generated by M e ,  as wdl as discussing the comments to Zonc H RFI repart. Responses to Lhc 
comments will be d i s d .  
Presenter; Todd H a m k t  
Decision Required 
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12 June 1996 
6:00 AM to 7?? 

Naval Resawe Center, b o r n  ??? 

S:UO - 8: 15 Rcview Agenda, modify/delete as d e d  

8; 15 - 8:30 RAB Meeting Debrief (Obsadons, critique, action items) 

8:30 - 9:30 - Environmexlhl Condition oIProperty Map discussion. 
Objective; Daryle Fontmot brought this issue up for discussion at the May mecting. The issue is that this 
map is used as a measure of progress at Navy HQ. The map is an indication of two things, the amount of 
infomtia that is lurown about environmaal hazards on the proper@ as well as the usability or 
tnndembility of the property. 'Ihe implicatian here is that if we cannot show tbat we have col1ec;ted 
sufficient infarmalion to move Ille p r o m  out of gray into orher oolors, we may lose wl to other facilities 
in competition for fuldlng. 
Prcsmter; Daryle Fonteaot 
Lkcision Required. Can we update maps based on the infomation we currently have. 

10 minute brcnk 

9:40 - 10:30 - Work load and Priority Rankiug (Mauk) 
Objective; This i s  a iollow up item fiom h e  discussions held in May om the friority assignment on I~E 
Project Stam sheet. 'Ihc issue is that the kan needs to determine collectively how to prioritize thc 
woxWoad and rcact to emergen1 irems. 
Presentw, Tcam 
Dccision Kquircd. 

10:40 - 12:00 T c m  Oround R~lles 
Objative; The purpose here i s  to finalize and adopt the Lcm ground rulcs wbich were discussed durillg 
the April Project Tcam meeting. Please rcviav Uie list fhat was included in rhe minutes al the Apnl 
mcedng yo that the dimssion may go quickly. 
P ~ m t e r .  Cecil Lacey 
Decision Rquhd 

12:OO - 1:00 Luch (Any suggestions?) 

1:00 - 1 :30 Building 79 hvcscigation i q m r ~  
Objective; This agenda itcm was added as a follow up lo last months presentation. The results of 
addidod soil data are to bc presenied if available. The objeMiw is lo achim learn consensus on he  
mpllng &or1 aud dotexminc if furlhor action is mrranlcci. 
Presenter; Todd Haverkost 
Decisian Required. 

1:30 - 4100 Mscelliu~cous Topics 
This time period is opcn for additional discussion on h s  that m~lain unresolved or for ncw, busine6s. 
Thc first im~ was supposed to be part of the agenda bur was ornilled because I was not surc what it was. 

1 .) AppWbi1iry d groundwater d t s ,  Objective and Presenter rn llldmOm 

2 ) Zone K Work plan; 
Objdve; The objective of this item is to discuss thc 1)QO p r a s  and application of the prom66 to oru 
fidd i~westigations, in this case Zone K, to toensure that thc data we are cabcling is of d c i e n t  quality to 
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support the decision Lbat is required. Tony Hunt has prcpared a point paper that applies thc process to thc 
silts widun Zone K. The proccss will bc discussed and Sum permits w e  will apply the proms to an 
individual sire to determino ow analybcal and sampling needs. Remaining sites can be discussed at the 
nexl codkmce call or next mtethg. 
Prcxulcr; Tony Hunt 
Information only 

3 .) brvolvcnlent of Acadamia 
Objeclivc; The College of Charleston and Mcdicd University d South Carolina have expressed an 
interest in conducting research at the Naval Basc. An example of the nature of the research being 
proposed includes; Gcwhwucd shrdes to datennine chronology, deposition raks, vertLcal profile and 
potellrial reme.dial al~emtivcs [or mcmls in Shipyard Chek scdimcnts; n smdy of microbiologica l 
degradarion of PCBs in marine scdimllts; "Fingerprinting" PAH6 and orher pevogenic compounds in 
sedimcrlrs Lo deternline source and coulribution; and Geochemical modcling of the distribution of 
inorganic aid cqplic constitumfs betwccu soil, grcmndwattr, sodiment, surface water and biota as a 
rwtt of Uu: inDuence of acidic leachate anJ conraninant c ~ t n . i t i o n  of thc coal pile. The research will 
be requeslui lo be conducted wirhin a lime Iamc lhat supports thc Conectivc M c u e  Studies for lhc a t e  
or zone of in~crcsr in order to be useful by the projen team in sekctity remedics. The cost of each 
project will be dcpend on the requestor ( s m  MUSC projects are &cady fundcd by grants) and the 
analytical requiranw of the projen. Typically wc are denling with labor to cmploy graduate s ~ c s  
for two semesters and analytical costs of the studicu. Since we axe dealing with gcochcmicnl parameters 
such as major cations and anions, pK TOC, DO anrl possibly some radiocarbon analysis, the ardy!ical 
cost is much lcss than the chermcal aualysis by SW-846 mehds. The team is encouraged to provide my 
othex areas of intcrest where studies m y  be conducted ro k c a x  our knowledge and reduce uncutainry 
of sile conditions. All proposals will be prew~ted to thc team prior Lo implementation. 
hsester; Tony Hunt 
Decision qd, Is then any objection lo academia invalvemenf. 
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From: Bobby Dearhart 
To: Project Team Members 

Subj: JUNE PT MEETING MlNUTES DISTRIBUTION 

Encl: Naval Base Cl~arlestotl Cleanup Project Team Meeting Minutes for June 11 
and 12,1996 

1 .  Enclosed are the meeting minutes from the June 1 lth and 12", 1996, Project 
Team meeting. Consensus was obtained at the July 2"* Project Team meeting to 
accept the minutes pending final review by Paul, Jolmny and Tony. All comments 
have been received and incorporated. 

BOBBY' DEARHART 
SCRIBE 

Copy to: 
Cecile Lacey (Galileo facilitator) 
Joe McCauley (SOUTHDIV Tier I1 link) 
Bob Miliier (NAVSEA Program Manager) 
Tomny Odom (SUPSHLP PORTSMOUTH Deputy) 



Naval Base Charleston Cleanup Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

June 11 and 12,1996 

Bo Camp was introduced as the new representative of the Caretaker Site Office. 

Anenda Changes: 

Doyle add pre-Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) presentation 
discuss how Project Team (PT) will relate with RAE3 
Interim Measures (LM) discussion 

Bobby BRAC Cleanup Team (BCT) responsibilities discussion 
Chicora Tank Farm (CTF) update 
Solid Waste Management Unit (SWMU) 178 / Area of Concern (AOC) 656 

from Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) to Underground Storage 
Tank (UST) program 
60% Zone E review 

Todd sampling parameter discussion 
Tony discuss Unexploded Ordinance (UXO) Plan of Action (POA) 

Project Status sheet update 
Daryle July PT meeting and East Coast BCT Conference 

updates on Buildings 64, 66 and 67 reuse 
update on Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) and Environmental Baseline 
Survey to Transfer (EBST) 

Meeting Minutes: 

Question was presented as to what is needed in the meeting minutes? Problem that taking 
and preparing minutes is a time consuming task and the need for the expenditure of time should be 
reviewed. The discussion varied from simple documentation of actions and decisions to detail 
documentation of discussions and presentations. Concern over "I said - you said" puts people on 
defensive. Established that BRAC and DERA hnding cannot be used to hire a scribe for the PT 
meeting and that it is the responsibility of the PT to provide its own minutes. Bobby volunteered 
to be permanent scribe to capture discussion details which back up decisions and actions. Team 
consensus was provided to try Bobby taking minutes for 2 to 3 months on middle ground 
capturing ideas, decisions and actions and the critical supporting points. 

Bobby made presentation to Doyle from NAVSEA 08 Admiral DeMars for support in releasing 
the Naval Base from radiological controls for unrestricted use. 



Action Items from May PT Meeting: 

Status on the action items listed in the draft May PT meeting minutes were presented as folIows: 

A) Tony stated that action not complete. Tony will check with Gabe Magwood and Wayne 
Cotton of SOUTHDIV to provide CTF closure details to Harold Seabrook at SCDHEC. Is a 
closure plan required and who will provide? Tony accepted action to research this by 25 June. 

B) Tony still looking for input on the Project Status sheet Tony requested that the PTrevierv 
the Project Status sheet andjill in the Estinzated Completion Dates (ECD) where applicable. 
The Project Status sheet will be handed out at the RAB only if consensus demonstrates that it 
meets all PT members' concerns. 

Paul reported actions C, E, and G have been completed. Bobby reported actions D and G 
completed. 

H) Daryle reported action complete and that Bo Camp is the CSO representative. 

I) Tony will provide Zone K discussion on June 12. 

J) Daryle reported action complete and that all restrictions were in the FOSL. 

K) Ground rules will be discussed by PT on June 12. 

An additional action item was identified that Tony was to provide the Statement of Work (SOW) 
for the radiological sumeys at the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO). Tony 
conznzifted to a June 14 ECD. 

Pre-RAB Presentation 

Daryle provided a handout of Naval Base Charleston FOSLsEBSLs and EBSTs for Federal 
Transfer. Daryle stated that this would be passed out at the RAE3. This will be provided as 
"Information Only". The handout shows that work is being accomplished. Comments from the 
PT were requested: 

- Recommendation that "Unknown "be deleted from the Description column. This leaves 
the reviewer with questions as to what is being hidden. 

- Recommended that the word "Lease" be added for clarification and easier understanding. 
The following statistics were provided: 

= 400 buildings were included in FOSLs 
58 were leased 
44 were licensed 
37 Federal to Federal transfer 
75 CSO serving as host 
Remainder not in use 



Team consensus was provided that the handout should be provided to the RAB. 

RAB Agenda for June 1 lth was passed out. Bobby was concerned that the RAB community 
members were not taking part in the Subcommittee presentations. These reports were established 
to get the community members more involved as owners. It was decided that this should be 
tabled until the discussion on RAB Roles and Responsibilities. 

j 

Environmental Cleanup Progress Report 
- Tony made general presentation on the continuation of Groundwater Monitoring. 

Anticipated community member question included: What do we get out of continuing to monitor 
wells? Answer - Environmental Detachment was accomplishing. The results can effect the RFI 
report. 

- Tony presented a brief on the status of procedures and reports. Stressed that these 
reports were significant for property transfer. Comment made that this only clears for RCRA but 
all other environmental programs must be evaluated also. Cecile stated that the PT must think as 
community members to help the presenter with anticipated comments. Following comments were 
provided: 

A Don't fluff up answers. This looks as if something is being hidden. 
4 When property is being transferred, all environmental programs must be reviewed. The 

RFI only addresses the RCRA concerns. More emphasis should be placed on other environmental 
programs. 

r July RPLB will include people from the East Coast BCT Conference. AII zones should 
be discussed. Contamination maps should be available and all environmental programs (asbestos, 
TSCA, lead, UST, etc) should be discussed. Recommended that this be announced at the RAB 
tonight. 

a Concerns were expressed that information would be presented prior to regulatory 
reviews. 

a A recommendation was made that an update of the Environmental Condition of 
Property Map should be provided. 

r It was identified that a RAB prebrief would not be possible because of the BCT 
conference unless the PT meeting for July was on some other day. This will be discussed later. 

4 Recommended that the same answers used in previous RAB meeting concerning GW 
modeling be used again. 

Brian presented the brief on the IMs update. No issues identified. 

Consensus was provided that additional time was needed for RAB discussion. 

Chicora Tank Farm Closure 
DaryIe reviewed the options in closing the Chicora Tank Farm which include: 

a. Abandon in-place and fill with inert material 
b. Partial demolition to roof 
c. Partial demolition to ground 
d. Total demolition and removal 



The Navy picked option a. because it met agreement with the State and also was most 
economical. The following points were brought out: 

It. No environmental problem at Chicora Tank farm. This is just a demoiition of tanks. 
It. Recommended that "closure of tanks" be used vice "demolition of tanks". 
* The community does not seem to have an environmental problem, but it corqes down 

to aesthetics. There is a difference of x $5M between total demolition (= $8M) and abandon and 
fill in-place (x $3M). 

a Pa~tial demolition and leave in-place would require a solid waste permit for a land fill 
from the State. 

(F Past experience with these types of situations shows that the people are not happy with 
the Navy's decision. Are there other options? Tanks are in a socioeconomiccally deprived area, 
community does not agree that Navy action will allow reuse of land, adjacent to elementary 
school that wants to use land, North Charleston City Council Person and school superintendent 
are big advocates to have tanks demolished and totally removed. Potential for a Congressional 
inquiry. 

The following were recommended when addressing this issue to the public: 
9 There is no environmental problem at Chicora Tank Farm. 
4 It is within the authority of the Navy to select the abandon in-place option, and is 

beyond the control of the local Navy, EPA and State. 
a Cecile stressed that this must be a team answer. 
+ If people ask who can they talk to, team answer is the there exists a person who is the 

liaison between the community and Navy. This person is the Base Transition Coordinator (Mr. 
Jim Moore). Team consensus on BTC being the person for community liaison. Action for 
Daryle to notify BTC of this reconznzendation by 6/14. 

Project Status Sheet - 
The agreements reached for content of Project Status Sheet for RAB are: 

(t. Do not include ECD for "Next Action" 
a Do not include PriorityDriver until PT agreement. 
+ Include Project Description, Program, Action Required, Action Required ECD, 

Next Action, Impact and Acronym List. 

Does PT want to give the Project Status Sheet to the RA3 at the next meeting? PT 
consensus to provide at the next RAB meeting. 

Roles and Responsibilities of the RAB - Doyle discussed the R&R of the RAE3 as discussed in 
Appendix B of the "Purple Book  (DoD BCP Guidebook, Fall 1993). Concerned that PT is not 
following DoD policy which may have impact on decisions in the ftture. Considers that RAB 
members must be more involved on what is going on at Naval Base Charleston. Some bases the 
RAE3 is basically non-existent, where at Cecil Field the RAB is very active. In review of the RAB 
responsibilities on page 3 of Appendix B of the Purple Book, the RAE3 will: 



a. act as a forum for discussion and exchange of cleanup information between 
Government agencies and the public - (Charleston does); 

b. conduct regular meetings, open to the public, at convenient times - (Charleston does); 
c. keep meeting minutes and make them available to the public - (Charleston does); 
d. develop and maintain a mailing iist of names and addresses of stakeholders who wish to 

receive information on the cleanup program - (Charleston does); 
/ 

e. review and evaluate documents - (* Charleston does not do) 
f. identify project requirements - (Charleston does not do); 
g. recommend priorities among sites or projects - (Charleston does not do); 
h. identify applicable standards and, consistent with Section 121 of CERCLA, propose 

cleanup levels consistent with planned land use - (Charleston does not do) 
* Not done at Charlestotr at presettt due to RAB menrbers deciding thcrt the documents were to 
large and complicated. 

Doyle stated that the RAB should be included in the total decision process and that all Draft 
documents should be made available to the RAB. 

PT consensus was reached on the need to continue trying to get the RAB more involved. 

The following suggestions were identified on how to get the RAB more involved: 
a Place all documents in the information repository 
(F Give RAB members documents. 
(F Review one area in detail to reduce over powering with information. 
4 Ask for issues of interest. 
4 Provide summary of documents. 
+ Increase people's interest. 
4 Ensure RAE3 members know their Roles and Responsibilities. 
4 Make a "prudent effort" to get public involved. 
9 Understand that lack of involvement could eventually become a show stopper 

PT consensus was reached to: 
+ Provide training to new RAB members and provide a RAB training book; 
r; Ask RAB how they see their Roles and Responsibilities; 
+ Review and revise the RAB charter as applicable. 

Ann summarized that it is our responsibility to support the community. 

The plan of action for implementation is: 
+ Issue above information to RAB in July. 
+ Stud discussions und begin implementing changes in August. 
+ Daryle, as the BEC, lvill take the lead 

Ann requested time to address a couple of concerns that the State has: 



* The State does not agree that hnding is a reason to change the color of property on 
the Environmental Condition of Property Map. Technical reasons are the only justification to 
change colors. 

.t. The State's management considers improvements are needed at the DoD bases. There 
is a large turnover within the SCDHEC from DoD work to other work. The impacts o( 
Partnering are being reviewed. Also State management is concerned over personal attacks during 
the meeting and that this type of action is highly inappropriate. 

Post-RAB Review 

The following pluses and minuses on how the June 1 lth RAE3 meeting went were provided PT. 

Paul observed that the RAE3 members (Mintz specifically) picked up on non-verbal expressions 
(Mintz attack on Daryle for smiling). Body language is important. 

PLUS 
well prepared 
controlled 
honest with RAB 
assertiveness on positions 
recapped and summarized problem 
anticipated questions 

Brian has action to discuss PT decision of how topresent Chicora Tank Farm issue to RAB 
and comnrunity with SOUTHDIVXO (Capf. Augustin) by 6/13. 

MINUS 
SOUTHDIV XO did not like Chicora Tank 
Farm answer 
Navy does not take a stand 
RAB uninformed on Priority Placement 
Program (PPP) 
selective hearing by RAB 
need to ask for other solutions 
need to bring options to RAB, not just 
decisions 
division of team wavy did because of 
regulators] should be because of Navy, 
EPA and DHEC 

GW Modeling - 

Tony introduced Ted Campbell (USGS, Columbia ofice) and Bruce Campbell (USGS, 
Charleston ofice) who have been working on a GW modeling project for the Naval Base. Tony 
stated that there were two objectives with the presentation: 

1. To show how this model can be used as a predictive tool in the CMS; and 
2. To show the state of the model now, how it is being developed, and how it can be 

applied. 

Ted provided a handout titled "Development of the Charleston Naval Base Ground-Water 
Flow Model -- as of June 11, 1996". The handout and subsequent presentation identified how the 
model was developed, the region that it covered and some of its applications and capabilities. At 



present only the regional model has been developed and will be further calibrated for the Navd 
Base. The final model will represent what is known from available data. 

The following potential uses were identified for the model: 
9. Computes volume of water entering and leaving a cell. 
d Identifies potential migration pathways from a site which would help identify 

sampling locations. I 

9. Helps locate long term monitoring well installations. 
(1; Allows back tracking to help identifi the source of a contaminate. 
i Helps identify off-base to on-base contamination migration. 
+ Helps evaluate corrective measures and ongoing cleanup measures. 
4 Helps evaluate solute mixing - what will happen if contamination is lea in- 

place. 
4 Helps determine particle movement from point-to-point based on GW flow 

velocity. 
4 Provides a cross check of other hydrogeologic information. 

The following questions and answers, and comments were discussed: 
4 Will the fate and transport presented in RFI reports support the GW model or will one 

oppose the other? Todd stated that the model supports what Ensafe is plotting. 
4 How long will it be before a report is ready? The Draft of the regional technical 

memorandum can be provided anytime. The only question is what is wanted to be included in this 
technical memorandum. Estimate of 3 months before the local model will be ready. An early 
October local technical memorandum would support the CMS in Zone H. 

i Doyle stated that we must be able to defend any money spent. EPA management sees 
much money spent with little cleanup accomplished. 

d Paul concerned that he has not seen any plans until now and that he is not very familiar 
with the model. Do we really need it - what is the value added? Tony stated that it will have 
more use down stream with the CMS for remedial systems determination. Tony considers a site 
specific presentation may better demonstrate the value added. Tony would like to provide a 
better definition of what the model can do for Naval Base Charleston at the next PT meeting. 
Johnny requested that an information package be provided to the PT members prior to the next 
meeting to allow time for review. 

Tony identified that additional fbnding would be required to continue the GW modeling. Doyle 
suggested that the PT should authorize USGS to complete the present study and present a 
regional and local technical memorandum with assumptions and uses. The technical 
memorandum should be prepared by October 1996 for PT discussion. PT provided consensus. 
Tony has action to proijide the regional and local technical nzemorandum to the PT to support 
the October PT meeting. 

Zone E 60% Progress Report 

Tony introduced Greg TempIe (Ensafe Zone E Project Manager) and Jack Mayfield 
(Ensafe Zone L Project Manager) for the 60% progress presentation. A Technical Memorandum, 
subject: Zone E RFI 60% Progress Report, dated June 12, 1996, was passed out. 



Greg stated that the objective was to present the information and obtain feedback from the 
PT on the proposed second round sampling in Zone E. He stated that 25 sites had been identified 
requiring second round sampling. Discussion began with SWMU 5,18 and AOC 605. Kevin 
identified that AOC 621 was not included in this array. Greg stated that the sampling did 
however cover AOC 621 and Tony stated that this was known and would be resolved. 

Doyle was concerned that this Technical Memorandum, although very good, was too 
much to  be absorbed during this PT meeting and make intelligent decisions. He requested that 
time be allowed for review of the memorandum with feedback in 2 weeks. 

Tony and Greg stated that the information to be provided was in the technical 
memorandum handout and that the main objectives of the presentation were to : 

Reduce the analytical for soils in second round sampling based on what was 
identified during first round. The second round was an attempt to define extent. 

4 IdentifL the worst sites which could possibly be candidate M s .  
4 Define sediment sampling in catch basins. 

It was stated that contaminants were being identified in a11 storm drains and catch basins in 
Zone E. These should be considered as soils vice sediments which would allow the soil RBCs to 
apply. Doyle and Johnny agreed. 

A handout was provided with a GW sampling summary showing reduced analytical 
parameters. 

Consensus was reached that the Technical Memorandum on 60% Zone E Progress Report 
would be reviewed and comments provided to Daryle by 6/28. Action assigned to all PT 
members to review the 60% Zone E Progress RepoH nndproiirle comments to Daryle by 6/28. 

UXO 

Brian discussed the UXO background and options. SOUTHDIV has issued a letter to the 
Environmental Detachment providing guidance to request EOSD to provide a Technical 
Memorandum for a Risk Assessment or what is considered prudent for search. This will be 
presented to the PT. 

Johnny stated that the State has issued a letter to SOUTHDIV requesting a workplan 
within 30 days on how the Navy would search for the UXO. The State will not accept only a RA, 
but needed a geophysical search also. The workplan should cover all four UXO sites. The State 
will consider a request for extension on the workplan submittal. Brian has action to request an 
atension from the State by 6/28. 

Brian asked what the State considered was a "Prudent Search". Johnny stated that if the 
UXO were not found during the search, then a RA would need to show the risk. The areas would 



also have use restrictions invoked (deed restrictions). Brian has action to discuss with EOSD 
"due diligence" search plan of action by TBD. 

Doyle identified that this will be as, if not more so, explosive then Chicora. The 
community will have a negative reaction. The RDA has already stated that deed restrictions are 
not acceptable. Hayes recommended that this be presented to the RAB prior to making a decision 
and asking the RAB what they think should be done. Brian has action togresent the ~ X O  
issues to the RAB by TBD. 

Chicora Tank Farm Acouisition 

Bobby stated for information that the SOUTHDIV had been told by DFSC that the 
closure of the Chicora Tank Farm would be by competitive bid. This will put the start of work at 
the beginning of 1997 and by going competitive will prevent the Detachment from being 
considered to do the job. This is being pushed up the NAVSEA chain to get support to change 
the process. 

Hayes stated that a point paper had been passed to Sid Allison as a "Customer Relations" 
issue. 

Move from RCRA to UST 

A RCRA permit modification will be required to the HSWA portion of the permit. 
Petroleum sites in IR to UST will be considered on a case by case basis by the State after review 
of data. The permit modification would be considered a "minor mod" only requiring a letter with 
a request and justification. This does not require any public involvement. The letter should be 
addressed to Randy Thompson with copies to Tim Mettlen and Doyle Brittain. Any transfers will 
be included in the RFI report documenting the transfer of the site from the RCRA program to the 
State UST program. Kevin has action to identify candidate RCRA sites to be moved to the 
USTprogrclnz and provide input for permit modification by 7/2. 

Work Load Priority 

Discussion on workloadfpriority ranking continued from May PT meeting to resolve 
concerns on scheduling and completing document reviews. An exercise was suggested to develop 
a matrix of Priority Drivers versus Benefits. Question was posed as to what the PT is trying to 
get out of this exercise and how will it be used when finished. General discussion included that a 
priority system would identify which project/document needs attention first. This could become a 
problem in that priorities can change as new projects/documents are identified and as needs 
change. A numerically scored matrix does not take all aspects and each PT members concerns 
into consideration. It was agreed that the matrix exercise was not necessary. 

The PT agreed to: 
.r; View documents equally 



4 Respond to politics 
rk Respond to team member needs 
a Remain flexible 

PT consensus was reached on: 
1. Decide as a group on priorities. This will be a standing PT agenda itey. 
2. Concentrate on the Project Status Report with reviews based on complexity 

(project size o r  site size). 
3. Consider which item has most impact. 
4. Identify and acknowledge drivers. 
5. All PT members will give continuous consideration to priorities and be 

prepared to discuss at  PT meetings, 

Involvement of Academia 

Tony stated that the objective would involve College of Charleston and Medical 
University students in Naval Base studies to support the CMS. They would perform more in- 
depth reviews than standard approaches to the CMS using data that was generated by Ensafe. An 
example would be a detail review of the metals in Shipyard Creek, helping to understand 
fateltransport and bio activity at sites. Any projects would be brought to the PT for consensus 
prior to initiating. 

Doyle identified concerns that they meet requirements of the HASP, there is a persona1 liability, 
they be adequately trained and qualified (HAZWOPER), sample liability, data quality meeting 
regulations, and that what ever is found at the base must be controlled (ie property of the Navy - 
no news releases). Johnny considered it important that use of any CMS funds should be discussed 
with the RAB prior to using. 

PT consensus was obtained on using academia in the base projects. Further 
consensus was reached that the following concernslrequirements must be incorporated: 

1. All projects would be reviewed on a case by case basis and the expected 
benefits provided. 

2. Cost will be relatively small, < S20K per project and will be funded from the 
CMS. 

3. Studies will mainly use Ensafe data. 
4. Projects canlwill be used towards students BS/MS degrees. 
5. The PT wilI set the schedule and no delays will be encountered from the 

students. 
6. Students will collect other samples for data as necessary, 

PT Ground Rules 

The Draft Ground Rules developed at the April 9" PT meeting were discussed to 
incorporate comments and gain PT consensus. It was agreed that these Ground Rules will be 
applicable to ail visitors as well and a copy will be provided to each visitor. 



The following changer were made to the Draft Ground Rules proposed May 14'": (chaftges are 
irtdicated by italic,'-) 

Be professional 
Maintain open4orlest communications 

0- 

• Focus on goals 
0- 

'6. r r  <LA-_. . . 37 4  . @ zs - Ga u-u- . . . . 
4 . m  

Respect other's positions 
Resolve team conflicts as they occurs . 
Bring skills, expertise and resources to the team 
Be flexible . 
Avoid surprises . . . . .  

4 . e  

. . . . 
4 . a  . 

Be proactive and innovative . . 
4 . e  . . 
4 . 4  . 

Meetirigs will start arrd end 011 time i~zclz~ditlg breaks nrtd lurzch 
1 0 . e  

• Decisioti by consensus i w h - k e  with time to affirm . . 
%ed-(Project Team) meetings are a priority) - 
All -Project Tearnj issues will be brought to the table and dealt with as a team 
Have h n  . 
No side conversations 
Team members commzi~~icafe directly with each other as needed 
Team members will come to meetirrgs prepared 

Items marked by 4 indicate that these have been added to a Team Meeting Process List. 

PT consensus was obtained on the above changes to the Ground Rules. 

The following items were added to a draft Team Meeting Process List: 



Agenda items ( identified as info / decision; state goals; number all items; provide before 
meetings; estimate times; include breaks) 

Handouts/documents for discussion/decisions should be provided before the meeting 
Maintain project status 
Announcelintroduce all visitors 
Maintain minutes with list of action items, decisions, parking lot, etc. 

I 

Changing meeting dates and times requires group consensus 
Membership/attendance/votes will accept proxy or alternate 

Budget Information 

Tony passed out a handout of Naval Base Charleston FY97 Budget. This item was 
delayed for discussion at a future meeting. 

Interim Measures 

Doyle stated that the regulators were not being involved in the IM scoping meetings. 
Brian stated that he would like to formalize the scoping meetings, but that the Detachment 
requested not to have a formal meeting to get the IMs out as soon as possible. Doyle stated that 
it is important to get the regulators involved from the beginning which will ultimately cut down 
the time since the regulators will have already seen everything. Doyle was somewhat surprised to 
have been given three WPs for approval without being involved earlier. Now that the WPs have 
been submitted in writing EPA and the State must respond in writing with possible comments that 
could have been resolved prior to submittal. 

The following process is now used for development of IMs: 
1) ID candidate sites (form goals) 
2 )  Scope work with SOUTKDIV 
3) Provide Project Execution Package which includes a cost estimate 
4) Negotiate finding with SOUTHDIV 
5) Prepare WP 
6) Submit WP to SOUTHDIV for review and comment resolution 
7) Submit WP to State and EPA for review/comment resoIutiodapproval 
8) Initiate work 

It was determined that EPA, the State and Ensafe should be involved in step 2) at the scoping 
meeting. This is preferred face-to-face but if not a conference call will work. 

Bobby stated that SOUTHDIV needs to begin identifjring IMs. The Detachment identified 11 at 
the conference call on 6/3 and 9 were rejected waiting on additional analysis from Ensafe. 

Kevin identified two sites that the Detachment was considering as potential IMs (SWMU 5 and 
AOC 621). Some of the problems discussed included: 

4 Do you use Risk Assessment or Risk Management in evaluating potential Ih4 sites? 



4 Ensafe and the Detachment could be duplicating work (ie Ensafe second round 
sampIing/the Detachment doing screening sampling) 

d Communication is very important. 
* Should only the contaminated soii be removed or should the pit and pad be removed? 
+ Should BEQs be addressed also? The BEQs may be associated with other site 

activities. I 

Several points were brought up for general information: 
* Confirmatory sampling will either prove success or will become a new risk number 
4 If a site is determined to have a risk of or greater something will be done. 
* The LM site may have to be revisited if final risk numbers are too great. This brought 

up the concern of backfilling before confirmation sampling has been accomplished. 
It. During excavations do we screen then dig or screen and dig? 
* The IMs must be consistent with the final cleanup goals. 
+ The entire site needs to be reviewed for extent and overall concerns. 

PT consensus was obtained for the following decisions: 
1) Use lo4 industrial risk as the remedial limit (worst case) for an IM, (Johnny 

deferred until he cotrld discziss with John Litton). 
2) Each site will be reviewed on a case by case basis during the scoping meetings. 

Bobby brought up that during the Zone E 60% review that the soils in the catch basins and storm 
drains was identified as a candidate M. This was because contaminants had been found in all 
catch basins sampied in Zone E. PT consensus was given to include this as a candidate IM. 

Kevin also identified that AOC 530, the crawl space under Building 35 loading dock, had been 
identified as another possible IM due to lead contamination. It was decided that not enough 
information was available at this site to include as a candidate at this time. 

Zone K Work Plan 

Tony passed out a handout Point Paper for Discussion of Zone K Work Plan by Tony 
Hunt dated 6/12/96. Tony requested that the handout be reviewed and that the Zone K WP 
discussion be added to the July PT meeting agenda. Tony hopes that this wilI demonstrate 
application of the DQO process in the Zone K RFI and will provide discussion for input into the 
type, quantity and quality of sampling in Zone K. 

Environmental Condition of Property Map 

Daryle passed out a copy of the color coding used for the Environmental Condition of 
Property Map. NAVFAC Headquarters has been criticizing Charleston that a large amount of 
money has been spent, but the Environmental Condition of Property has not changed. To 
NAVFAC Headquarters this indicates no progress. Daryle requested that the PT review the map 
to determine if consensus could be reached on changing the colors based on the findings of the 
RFI before the RFI reports are issued. A copy of the original (March 1994) map was shown with 



a proposed modified map. Dave gave background on how the original map was colored since he 
was responsible for the original development. The original map was colored mainly gray with 
some red and little yellow. This was based on unknown groundwater conditions and areas where 
remediatiodabatement was presently being performed. The original map was concurred on by the 
BCT and original PT. The following general points were discussed: 

1) Other bases were not all gray. These bases were not as conservative as Charleston and 
did not interpret the guidelines as literally as the Charleston BCT. 

2) Last review and update of the map occurred February 1994. 
3) Daryle would like to update map prior to RFI reports being approved. 
4) No change = no investigation = no transfer (NAVFAC perspective) 
5) How often should the map be updated - use common sense. 
6) What does the team need to do to begin updating the map to show Charleston has 

indeed made progress? 
7) Caution that things don't move too fast. 
8) Should be thinking "transfer". 

The State and EPA do not have problems with changing the map to red and yellow as 
appropriate, but is more concerned over changing to green or blue without detail review. Paul 
questioned what the priority is on the map. Daryle stated that it is tied into property transfer, 
therefore making it a HIGH priority within the Navy. 

Doyle expressed the following points: 
1) Not accurate to compare Charleston to all other bases, for example Air Force Bases 

tend to  have large areas of pine trees and forest which can be colored white from the beginning. 
2) Charleston was very conservative on the initial review due to the unknowns. 
3) Moving to red and yellow is not a problem. 
4) Prior to moving above yellow, all environmentai programs must be reviewed and 

reported on status (ie RCRA, PCB, asbestos, UST, petroleum, LBP, etc). 
5) EPA should be copied on all correspondence to the State. 
6) Based on EPA review of the Zone I RFI Report, Zone I will probably be the first 

available property for transfer based on the RCRA program. 

PT consensus obtained that based on existing data that the Environmental Condition of 
Property Map can be changed from gray (category 7) to red (category 6) and yellow 
(category 5). 

Bobby ant1 Dnryle have action to develop recommendation on presenting environmental 
progrnnz status (ie data) to update the condition of property map to green or blue. 

Julv Meeting Agenda 

Question was posed if July PT meeting was considered necessary. There seems to be 
many schedule conflicts with the East Coast BCT Conference and people out of town. Issues to 
support a July meeting are listed: 

1) IMs needed to be continually discussed to support the Detachment. 



2) The Chicora Tank Farm strategy should be discussed prior to the RAB 
(RDA/RAB/Politics) 

3 )  Zone E Technical Memorandum needs to be discussed. 
4) Need to maintain the continuity of the PT. 
5) Need to follow-up on June action items. 

Its was agreed that a July meeting was needed. The agenda for the July meeting was esiabiished 
(see attached agenda). The meeting will be a one day meeting on July 2 at the Naval Reserve 
Readiness Center beginning at 9:30 AM and will last until items are complete. The meeting leader 
will be Doyle and the scribe will be Bobby. 

Cecile's Wrap-up 

Cecile stated that several decisions were made during the meeting which included: 
8 1 x 1 0 ~ ~  risk used as a worst case remediation level 
8 Discussion of potential problems at RAB meetings 
63 Keeping RAB informed 
8 GW model report generation 

Improvements identified: 
63 Function better as a team 
@ More US vice individual agency 
63 Worked on how to prioritize workload 
€3 Finalized ground rules 

Considerations that team should work on: 
8 Team should think about size and composition [specifically sometimes trouble reaching 

decisions due to size]. 
@ Need to be time conscience - stick to allotted time for items. 
8 Stay away from adding to the agenda at the meeting. Stick to the agreed agenda. 
€3 Keep comments brief. 
63 Team keeps returning to previous decisions. Need to keep moving forward. 
C3 Need to think as a TEAM. 

Suggestions: 
8 Agenda should be finalized by the end of the monthly telecon. 
€3 Telecon should be kept to 1 hour. 
C3 Stay away fiom making decisions during telecon. Telecons should provide information 

and updates. 

Would Iike to add as agenda items: 
63 Read ground rules before each meeting. 
C3 Add time for a team building exercise, preferabiy on the second day. Should be added 

after agenda item time frames are more standardized - probabiy not until September meeting. 



The meeting was concluded and all went home HAPPY after having a FUN TIME ! 

The Draft minutes were sent to each attendee for resiew. PT consensus was obtained on the 
Draft minutes at the July 2 PT meeting dependent on review commenfs by Paul, Johnny and 
Tony. Paul, Johnny and Tony comments have been incorporated in this final set , 



Action Items From June 11 & 12 PT Meeting 

ACTION 

1. Provide details of Chicora Tank Farm closure to Harold 
Seabrook at SCDHEC. 

2. Review Project Status Sheet and provide ECDs where 
applicable. 

3.  Provide Statement of Work for radiological surveys of 
DRMO. 

4. Notify BTC (Jim Moore) that he is the person that the 
community should talk to concerning Chicora Tank 
Farm. 

5. Provide information to RAB on ways to become 
involved in process. 

6. Begin implementing RAB involvement suggestions. 
7 Review 60% Zone E Progress Report and provide 

comments to Daryle. 
8. Request extension from S C D E C  on UXO work plan 

submittal date. 
9. Discuss with EOSD what a "due diligence" search for 

UXO is considered. 
10. Present UXO issues to RAB. 

ECD 

6/25/96 

7/2/96 

61 14/96 

61 1 4/96 

7/9/96 

8/ 13/96 
6/28/96 

6/28/96 

TBD 

TBD 

ASSIGNED 
TO 

Tony 

Project Team 

Tony 

DaryIe 

D aryle 

Daryle 
Project Team 

Brian 

Brian 

Brian 
1 1 .  Provide candidate sites for RCRA to UST program 

with input for RCRA permit mod. 
12. Develop recommendation on presenting environmental 

program status to update condition of property map. 
13. Discuss PT decision of how to present Chicora Tank 

Farm issue to RAB and community with 
SOUTHDIV XO. 

7/2/96 

7/2/96 

61 13/96 

Kevin 

Bobby & Daryle 
- 

Brian 



NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON PROJECT TEAM 

GROUND RULES 

Be professionaI 
Maintain opedhonest communications 
Focus on goals 
Respect other's positions 
Resolve team conflicts as they occur 
Bring skills, expertise and resources to the team 
Be flexible 
Avoid surprises 
Be proactive and innovative 
Meetings will start and end on time including breaks and lunch 
Decision by consensus with time to affirm 
Project Team issues will be brought to the table and dealt with as a team 
Have fun 
No side conversations 
Team members communicate directly with each other as needed 
Team members will come to meetings prepared 



NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON PROJECT TEAM 

PROCESS LIST 

Agenda items: 
identified as info / decision 
state goals 
number all items 
provide before meetings 
estimate times include breaks 

Handouts/documents for discussion/decisions should be provided before the meeting 
Maintain project status 
Announce/introduce all visitors 
Maintain minutes with list of action items, decisions, parking lot, etc. 
Changing meeting dates and times requires group consensus 
Membership/attendance/votes will accept proxy or alternate 



NAME 
Tony Hunt 
Bo Camp 
Hayes Patterson 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Todd Haverkost 
Dave Backus 
Paul Tomiczek 
Kevin Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Doyle Brittain 
Paul Bergstrand 
Daryle Fontenot 
Ann Ragan 

Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
June 11 - 12,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

ORGANIZATION 

SOUTHDIV 
CSO 
SOUTHDIV 
SOUTHDIV 
SCDHEC 
E/A&H 
E/A&H 
Bechtel 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 
SOUTHDIV 
SCDHEC 

PHONE 

(803) 820-5525 
(803) 743-9985 
(803) 820-5658 
(803) 820-748 1 
(803) 896-4 179 
(803) 884-0029 
(901) 372-7962 
(423) 220-2234 
(803) 743-6777 
(803) 743-2821 
(404) 347-3555 ext 2061 
(803) 896-401 6 
(803) 820-5607 
(803) 734-4721 

Cecile Lacey Galileo (40 1) 762-23 9 1 
(facilitator) 

Joe McCauley SOUTHDIV (803) 820-5500 
(Tier II link) 

Ted Campbell USGS (Columbia) (803) 750-6 1 17 
Bruce Campbell USGS (Charleston) (803) 883-9 104 
Greg Temple E/A&H (90 1 )  372-7962 
Jack Mayfield E/A&H (803) 884-0029 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 743-9947 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 856-01 07 
(901) 372-2454 
(423) 220-2748 
(803) 743-9413 
(803) 743-01 74 
(404) 347- 173 5 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 820-5566 
(803) 734-5407 



Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
July 2,1996 

9:30 AM to Until Complete 
Naval Reserve Readiness Center 

Leader - Doyle Brittain 
Scribe - Bobby Dearhart 

9:30 - 9:40 Introduction 

I Revise Agenda 
9:40 - 10: 10 Prioritize Agenda 

Define objectives of Meeting 
10: 10 - 10:40 Review Minutes and Action Items from June 1 1' Meeting 
10:40 - 10:50 Break 
1050 - 11 :00 Schedule Conference Call for July 
1 f :00 - 12:OO Zone K Point Paper Discussion 
12:OO - 12: 15 Lunch (Break / Working Lunch) 
12:45 - 1 : 15 Zone E Comments and Discussion 
I : 15 - 2 : 15 Pre-RAB Presentation Preparation 

General Discussion (30 minutes) 
Chicora Tank Farm (30 minutes) 

2:f 5 - 2:30 Break 
2:30 - 3.45 Interim Measures: 

Define Objectives ( 2  5 minutes) 
How to Expedite Process (30 minutes) 
Presentation of New Candidate Sites (30 minutes) 

3:45 - 4:OS Base Condition of Property Map 
4:05 - 4: 15 Break 
4: 15 - 4:45 Project Status Presentation for RAB 
4:45-5:15 NextMeeting 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Items and Parking Lot 

5: 15 - 5 :45 Close-out and Wrap-up 



ERMA Tier I1 
June 26 and 27, 7996, in Charleston, 
South Carolina. An attendance list is 
attached to these minutes. 

introductions 
One visitor. Bob Warren. USMC Region IV 
Component Rec.. attended the meeting. 

Meeting Mechanics 
The ground rules were read aloud and the meeting 
rules were reviewed. Meeting minutes from the 
previous meeting in Charleston were approved as 
final. 

Meeting Roles 

Respons~bilities were assigned as follows: 

k c h  May. Scribe 
Bill Fuller. Timekeeper 

r Paul Tomiczek, Team Leader 

Meeting Goals 
Meeting focus 
Stav on agenda 
Work hard - get done 
Workable results 
Revalidate "why we are here" 
Get through the agenda 
Closure on open action items 
Clarifv objectives of reorganization 
Progress on change in this organization 
Current agenda items do not show up on next 
month's agenda 

Tier / Team Updates 
Charleston Naval Base 
Ground rules have been finalized. This is a very 
large team. with perhaps too manv team members, 
The team has assigned a permanent scribe. They 

are dealing with the issue of a Lot of visitors. The 
team needs to know what is the definition of 
empowerment. 

N W S  Charleston 
There has been a major turnover in team members 
in recent months. This CLEAN contract is 
transitio~llng Erom ABB to B&R. The team 
discussed Notice of Violation (NOV) and came to 
consensus on proposed solutions. 

Whiting Field 
Thls installation is in transition. 

Cecil Field 
The installation has completed thelr success 
stones. The team has asked for addrtional 
training for the subcornrninee. 

NAS Jacksonviile 
They are updating the long-term strategic plan for 
the base. The team should focus more on the use 
of process tools and skills. 

Contents 
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Tier I1 Expectations of Facilitators ............... 2 
New Teams ................................................. 2 
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Meeting Minute Visibility .............................. 3 
USEPA Reorganization .............................. 3 
Stakeholder List Status ................................ 3 
NOV NWS Charleston ................................. 3 
Recognition Certificates .............................. 3 
Georgia Status ............................................ 3 
Response to P. Yaroschak Questions .......... 3 
Update of Air Force Tier I l l  .......................... 3 
Institutional Controls ................................. 3 
State-Specific Tier I1 Implementation Plan .. 4 
Team Building Skills Assessment ................ 5 
Graduation Requirements .......................... .5 
Public Relations ........................................ 5 
Conference Call Agenda ............................. 5 
August Conference Call ........................ ....... 5 
Next Tier I1 Meeting ..................................... 5 



Cherry Point 
The last meetmg went fairly well. They have 
changed the LANTDIV RPM. They will be doing 
three RODS by end of year. 

Lejeune 
The State RPM will be leaving soon. and the team 
will have to b m g  a new person up to speed. 

I Action ltem 

I The agencies should be aware of  fhe size o f  the 
representative groups they have on teams and fry 
to match their representation to the needs of the 

I team. 

Action ltem 

I Faciiitators should work wlrh specrfic zssues o f  
[eam consensus versus team sue. 

I Acfion ltem 

Faczlitators should bring new members up to 
speed on team participation sblls and tools on a 
case-by-case basis as team members join the 
team. 

Tier I teams have been struggling with the concept 
of empowerment. Roles and responsibilities are 
clear in the original assignments given to the Tier 
I teams as they were formed. 

All teams want to graduate. 

Tier /I Expectations of 
Facilitators 

Goals 

Define responsibilities and requirements for 
facilitators. and do it today. 

Define the list and make it consistent with the 
roles and responsibilities lists we have 
previouslv generated. 

Publish list of Roles and Responsibilities to 
all stakeholders. 

Define Tier I Tier I1 facilitation 
expectations. 

Define genuinely achievable expectations for 
the facilitators not burdened with Tier I 
expectations. 

Problem Statement: We have not defined the 
roles and responsibilities for the facilitators. both 
for Tier I and Tier 11. 

I Facilitator Roles 

Consensus was reached on-the following 
facilitator roles. These should be 
revalidated during the conference call. 

Recognize and suggest when and 
what tools should be used. 

Teach soft and hard tools as needed 
(e.g., MBTl when requested). 

Observe and report team 
performance. 

I Facilitate, not participate. 

Assist team leader with managing 
meetings to accomplish the agenda. 

I Facilitate team building. 

Follow up on Action Items assigned to 
facilitator. 

Maintain continuity of team facilitators 
to the maximum extent possible. 

Provide meeting materials. 

Action ltem 

Pat wiil generate a definrtion qf "What 
Facilitation Is" to go with the Roies and 
Hesponsibilities. 

New Teams 
Bill Fuller suggested new teams for Memphis, 
Gulfport, and Key West. Memphis and 
Indianapolis team members have had training but 
are not yet Tier I teams. Addition of new teams is 
on hold until the issue can be addressed in the 
implementation plan for transition to State- 
specific Tier 11 structure. 

Tier I Reassignment 
Narindar handed out the USEPA's proposed 
changes to some of the partnering members on 
some ERMA Tier I teams. He described how 
some members are giving over some installations 
and taking on new ones. 



Meeting Minutes Visibility 
I Action ltem 
I SDIV will in, to ger mrnutsr irnked to their home 

I Page. 

Action ltem 

I Others wlll tr7, to add a iink from [heir home 
page to the SDW home page to get to the 
meeting minutes. 

USEPA Reorganization 
N. Kumar gave an update on the reorganization of 
managers at USEPA. Chances are that most of 
the existing managers will be retained in their 
current positions. but there may be fewer slots 
available than there are now. The announcement 
of the new organization is expected to be made 
shortly after the 4th of July weekend. USEPA 
will be moving to new offices shortly after the end 
of the Olympics. The Olympics will be very 
disruptive to USEPA operations because it will 
restrict their ability to get into and out of 
do\\ntown (Atlanta). 

Stakeholder List Status 

w Stakeholder list to be complete by end of 
June. 

Stakeholder survey will be distributed to full 
list of stakeholders. 

NO V NWS Charleston 
NWS Charleston has received an NOV from the 
State of South Carolina. It may be perceived by 
the team that they did something wrong when they 
have. in fact. done a good job. 

ISSUE: They have missed CAMP dates because 
of the Naw's inability to fund on time due to a 
sigmficant DERA money deficit. 

Recognition Certificates 
The letters are now readv and can be signed; 
certificates can be made and given to Eric for 
delivery. 

Georgia Status 

They have not accessed DSMOA money. but they 
have signed a cooperative agreement. They may 
be needing to access the money soon. and at that 
time they may be more ~i11mg to enter into 
partnering. They mav also be gettkig some 
legislation going regarding risk-based'. 
concentration levels. whch may help them with 
their ability to team with N a w  and USEPA. The 
tax fee issue has not been settled yet. which is still 
an obstacle to partnering. 

Response to P. Yaroschak 
Questions 
Bill Fuller distributed the letter from J .  Wallmeyer 
to Paul Yaroschak. 

Update of Air Force Tier 111 
In the A r  Force. each state has its own Tier I1 
team made up of representatives from each 
installation, Federal and State agencies. 
MAJCOMs. and contractors. The Tier I11 team is 
made up of ArstafT. MAJCOM, and others. 

Sid and Joe made a presentation to the Tier I11 
team explaining the Navy's procedure. Vislon 
and Outreach committee is considering joint 
services partnering, and they asked Joe to be on 
the committee. 

Our Tier I1 team is more like the Air Force Tier 
111. Joint services cooperation at this level may 
only happen via semiannual meetings to compare 
philosophy and strategy. 

Institutional Controls 

Pensacola Tier I team sent a letter requesting 
assistance from Tier II. These are for act~ve 
installations only, not BRAC. This would be 
puffing institutional controls, such as deed 
restrictions. on property so that less stringent 
cleanup levels could be used in completmg 
cleanups and NFAs. A law on the books prohibits 
DOD and the Federal Government from dolng thts 



without Congressional approval on a case-by-case 
basis. NAVFAC HeadquartersDOD (at ASN 
level) are aware of the issue and are w o r h g  on it. 
Tier I1 will prepare guidance for Tier I teams on 
how to proceed with working toward RODS. 

State-Specific Tier 11 
Implementation Plan 

Action item 

J. Speakman and R. May to provide K. Dreyer. J. 
McCauiey. J. Wallmeyer data on our issues 
where institutional controls could be a cheaper 
alternafive to an ROD without tnstitutional 
controls. 

~. . . 

Proposed Navy-Marine Corps Membership 
of Future Tier II (StateSpecific) and Tier Ill Teams 

Florida South North Kentucky Tier I l l  
Tier II Carolina Carolina Tier II 

Tier II Tier II 

SDlV J J J J 

LANTDlV J J 

USEPA J J J 4 J 

THAT State J J J J All States 

Marine REC J J J 

I Navy REC J As Needed As Needed 

Installation 

ABB-ES 

Baker 

BE1 

B&R 
EfA&H 

MK 

OHM 

Management Edge t 

t 

Note: * = as facilitator only. 

zssms: 

Tier I. II. and III makeup 

Contractors on or o f  Tier I .  

Should this be Jornt Services at Tier 11 
level? 

As agreed at the last meeting, the structure of 
Tier 1 teams will not change. 

N. Kumar will try to get ERMA invited to the 
Air Force Tier III meeting in Atlanta on 

September 16 and 17. Representatives from 
S D N  and REC (Naw and MC) will be 
attending. 

Action Item 

Rich May will get fact sheet abour new Tier II 
organrzations for Tier II validation af  
conference call on July 18 

Action Item 

Links - Carry the concept of State-Specrfic Tier 
Ils (joint services for Sourh Carolina) to the 
Tier I teams 



I Action Items Public Relations 

Set up 
as per 
matrix 

first meeting by state: invite participants 
the above matrix: attach names to the 
by the next Tier I .  co@rence call. 

Fiorrda: Joe McCauley/Errc Nuzre to 
establish Tier II meehng (this 
1s a srngle servrce Tier [I). 

South Caroilnu: Jon Johnston j o ~ n  in the Air 
Force Xsion and Outreach 
phone cail to put,forrvard rhe 
concept o f ~ o i n t  servrces Tier II 
for south' Caroiina. 

North Carolina: George Radford fa estahllsh 
Tier II mrenng (ihls rs a s~ngie 
sewlce Trer 11). 

Kentucky: Par Franklrn 6 0  establish Tier 
II meenng (thrs 1s n single 
sewzce T ~ e r  11). 

Action Item 

Rzch Ma-v wril get success storres done Formor 
Cecri Freld. get Camp Lejeurte-from K. Dreyer 
by July 11 for rnclusion rnto Success Srorres 
(whtte copzes oniyl and provzde ro Joe and Jer?' 

for rherr meenng July 23 

Venues for Public Relations 

"Encompass" newsletter 
CNO Phyllis Kirchner 
SDIV Web page 
RPM newsletter 
"Southerner" ma~azine 
M i l i t a ~  Englneer 
"Brown Builder" 
"Forefront" USEPA newsletter 
DHEC neivsletter 

Team Building Skills Conference Call Agenda 
Assessment The next conference call will be Thursday, July 

This item is defetred to the Tier I1 State-Specific 18 at 10~30 am, EST. 

terns. Follow up on Act~on Items from this meeting. 

Orlando Team has already done the skills 
Input Erom nonattendees on restructuring. 

assessment and liked it. We will use the skills Matrix of State Tier 11 members. 
assessment to guide the customized training plans Assure new Tier I1 members are identified 
for teams. and validate the list. 

Graduation Requirements 
Update of vision and outreach conference 
call 

These should be deferred and/or devolved to the Validation of June 26 and 27 meeting 
State Tier I1 level. minutes 

I Action item ' Jerry. Pat. Paul T., and Debbie to-form a 
subcommrttee to meet and idennfi the core 
crrteria, and change or validate the exisrrng 
criteria. They will present therrjndings to Tier 
I1 (existing) at the September meeting. They will 
also eventually present rheir.findings to Tier I l l  
at an uppraprrare [?me. ''Core Competency" 
contarns components jbr whlch rrainrng could 
be lailored and should be considered bv Tier 
111. 

August Conference Call 

The August conference call will take place on 
August 20 at 10:OO am. EST. 

Next Tier /I Meeting 
Scheduled for September 1 8 and 19 in Atlanta 
(Buckhead). The meeting will end at 1500 hours 
on September 19. 1996. Ensafe is responsible 
for getting the meeting facilities. Jerr)i 
Wallmeyer will be team leader. 





DRAFT 
FEDERAL FAClLfTfES BRANCH -- DOD REMEDIAL TEAM FAClLlTYlSlTE ASSIGNMENTS 

AS OF June 20,1996 

NOTES: 

pprcr* Facility anticipated to be issued HSWA permit during calander year 96 

RPM 

Jim Barksdale 

- 
Jay Bassett 

US Coast Guard Facility, Elizaabeth City, NC is off acttve list since under State permit - Rob will answer questions as 
arise 

CERC WNPL Sites 

(1) Army, Redstone Arsenal, AL 
(2) NASA Marshall Space Flight Center. AL 

{I] MC Alr Station, Cherry Point, NC 

KCRA Sites 

(1) Charleston AF Base. SC 
(2) Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, SC 

(1) Cape Canaveral, AF *tion, FL 
(2) Patrick AF Base, FL 
(3) NASA Kennedy Space Center, FL 
(4) Seymour - Johnsun AF Base, NC 

Craig Benedikt 

Martha Berry 

Peter Dao 

1 

Allison Hurnphris 

Olga Perry 

Rob Pope 

Gena Townsend 

Liz Wilde 
(2) N N N A S A  Yellow Creek, MS 
{3) WA National Research & Development Center, 

(1) Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, FL 

(1) Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, FL 

(1) Milan Army Ammunition Plant, TN 
(2) Tyndall AF Base, FL 

(11 MC Recruit Depot, Parrfs tsland, SC 

(1) Anniston Army Depot, AL  

(1) MC Logistics Base, Albany, GA 
(2) Shsw #W Base, 9C 406 urder 

(1) MC Base, Camp Lejuene, NC 
(21 MAS Pensacola, Ft 

(1) Robins AF Base, GA 

(1) Eglin AF Base, FL 
(2) Hurlburt AF Base, FI 
(31 Naval Cbastal Systems Station, FL 
PRE REMEDIAL SUPPORT 

(I) Army Waterways Experiment Station, MS 
(2) Naval Station Mayport, FL 
(3) NAS Key West, FL 
(4) McDilJ AFB. FL 

(1) Lexington Blue Grass-Richmond, KY 
(2) FT Campbell, TN 

(1) MC Air Station Btitaufurt, SC 
RlSK ASSESSMENT SUPPORT & WAM 

(1) FT Rucker, AL 
(2) Arnold Engineering & Development Center, TN 
(3) FT Jackson, SC 

(1) Keesler AF Base, MS 
(2) FT Bragg, NC 
(3) Holston AAP, TN tpRCRA' 

(3) FT Knox, KY 
PRE-REMEDtAUDOCKET LEAD 



NAS PENSACOLA TIER 1 P-G TEAM 

May 22, 19% 

I 

To: TierlX. 

From: N.A 8, Pensacoh ~zer 1 ~ & c r h g  

The pmbiem fir ?be team is how m ~mplemaat hihuiional controIs &o, as8luing a dta mrdnd 
industriat; reetrictiom orr gmundwak use; dc.) zt hstdation Restarah Progr;~n W) sites. 

team initially thought this could be impleamted tbruugh the Base Managaneot Plan @W). 
H m r ,  tbe gtatc docs nut accept this as the sole approach became the BMP is not a kgdb 
enforceable do- and can be &ended by the facilitp commander. The state believes a decd 
rsshictiaa or Consent Agreement (d4) should be inof& on a s b  prop* when idtufionnl 
controls are part of a Record of Deqiaion (ROD) or a Site Characterization Repart (SCIR). 
However, tbe Navy Wies a M o n  or CA ia aat necessary fbr a site portion ofthe 
Navy owned base The state req i rks  Boms fm of legally binding method thot will keep 
institutional commls in fnm 80 the base can be hdd tiable if it Ms to maintain the institutionaf 
contrulrr established in a ROD or s@. This would wt be as great a pmblnn 8NAS Perwacoia 
were closing and the property b e i n g j t r d d  to non-Meral owners, as deeds would be 
esteblldd f i r  the property. 'Ibis isue at other non-closiug federal fidities in Florida, and 
tha team beliemy it cannot be resoi<cd at the Tier I leuel. 

The team would Ux to present the following sugeestiom which might assist in resolving this 
issue. 

1. one option d O n e d  prwibudy wzw piacing the inrtitutiod ~ontmIs ia the BMP. 
! 

2. Amthcr optic% also prcvia&dy d o n e d ,  would be a reemdad D d  Beskiction on a 
spec& site prop- ~ ~ h g  the institutional controIs (e.g., D p d b l t  Unit 10 mst 
r main industrial), 

I 

3 .  A Cwsmt Agrccmad or ~dnscnt Order Wsen the ~~ d the st& was wtber 
pasdMUty and it d d  give the atate l e d  recourse. 



4. The etrf@d& section ofltbt Federal Parllttlee Apemmt @'FA) m y  &w for 
enfbmmmt of the Mastid caabolr. Hawme, if the FPA malma it it ie 
~ ~ l e a s l o n g a s t h e F P A i s i n ~  ZftkNavywseto~. . t f icplapertp 
to aaotha Merd agency &a, Air F m q  DOI; &) tbe PPA d no law be 
vatid. 

5. E a R ~ p o r m i t i ~ ~ ~ a t t h r ? s i t e , c o r r t d t h c r & e d ~ a c t i o n h  
ea6arceabie dmugb tbe p e d ?  

6. h o t h a  BitsnatiPe we dimbed mcd iduM&tm d in&dod  COP~MLI h h BMP 
akmgwithanquirementf~EsnanaaalvUaacetEtter~ndnquiredm- 
requesting a land use cbsnge. Thia would bc d d d  in tho RDD or the SCJL 

7. A kt dterrrstive is shown Id tbe endosed at&tchamt Vtrzcebu hr Restrictive 
Provisions'' which is a draft p p o e a l  hm tfis USCaE k ths USAF. ft b6 
posaiie to modify it to m& the oqpnbtbn &the Navy. 



Sou mern O i w m ,  Nova/ 
Foc1h17es Fngfneemg 

Conmad 

h'enwkv C & m e n t  of : 
Natural Resources 

NOMI c m o  
Deportment of 

F n w m e n t  Heath  ond ; 
Nafm/ Resmces i 

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Installations and Environment) 

Mr. Paul Yaroschak, Director 
Environmental Compliance and Restoration Policy 
1000 Navy Pentagon, Rm. 4A686 
Washington, DC 20350-1000 

Dear Mr. Yaroschak: 

7 June 1996 

At the Region 4 Environmental Restoration Management Alliance (ERMA) 
meetings in Pensacola on 28 March, you challenged the Tier 11 team to 
address two issues to improve our lot in life at  both ends of the spectrum, 
namely individual motivation and public/congressional awareness. 

In response to your questions, the Tier 11 team brainstormed a list of options 
to address each of these issues. The list is attached. In deference to our 
brainstorming ground rules, we have left intact all suggestions generated, 
even though some of the responses are similar/duplicative and some appear 
to be beyond our capability to implement (e.g., lobbying, political action 
committees, etc.). Hopefully these unedited ideas will let you appreciate the 
diversity of the Tier I1 team and the range of suggestions which came from 
your challenges. 

Please call us if you have any questions. We look forward to any 
suggestions/feedback you may provide on our efforts. Thanks in advance 
for any help you can offer. 

-Aa Encl: 

Respectfuliy, 

for ERMA 

&@ 
! (1) Region 4 Tier I1 Responses to questions posed by Mr. Paul Yaroschak at 

the Pensacola FL Meetings held March 28-29,1996 



REGION 4 TIER 11 RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED BY MR. 
PAUL YAROSCWK AT THE PENSACOLA FL MEETINGS HELD 
MARCH 28-29,1996: 

QUESTION 1: What incentives can be put into place to have 
individuals motivated to do it cheaper-faster-better? 

Employment security 
Support and encourage facilitated partnering DOD wide 
Require savings a t  one facility to be utilized a t  that facility 
Utilize a value-based measurement system to prioritize future 
funding 
Reduce the review process through a more proactive (Tier I) system 
Allow team bonuses 
Offer recognition and reward 
Stabilize DERA salary support and DSMOA funding 
Publicize our successes 
Make available funding incentives from NAWAC 
Team commendations 
Seeing improvements used elsewhere 
Benchmarking 
Professional advancement 
AlIow/assign higher level taskings 
Provide adequate facilities 
Advanced training opportunities 

Enclosure (1) 



QUJZSTION 2: As part of our communications effort, how can we raise 
pubIic/congressional awareness on budget decisions? 

Talk to RAB members where available 
States can send letters to congressional representatives . . . . 

Offer to provide sub-committee testimonials 
Send ERMA letters to all Tier I1 agencies identifying impacts of 
budget cuts 
Develop a formal outreach program 
Celebrate our failures [i.e., enforcement] 
Have states express concerns through ASTSWMO 
PAC support 
Arrange congressional visits to sites 
Present impact analyses of budget decisions 
Present briefings to congressional members 
Encourage contractor association presentations 





Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
July 2,1996 

9:30 AM to Until Complete 
Naval Reserve Readiness Center 

Leader - Doyle Brittain 
Scribe - Bobby Dearhart 

Set Agenda 

7 Review Action Items and Parking Lot 
5 :  15 - 5:45 Close-out and Wrap-up < bb+W I t .  kb~r 

Gsr r ~ d  &*IC,J~' 

9:30 - 9:40 Introduction ' 
Revise Agenda / 

9 4 0  - 10 : 10 Prioritize Agenda / 
Define objectives of Meeting ' 

10: 10 - 10:40 Review Minutes and Action Items from June 1 1" Meeting 
10:40 - 10:50 Break' 
1050 - 1 1 :00 Schedule Conference Call for July. 
1 1 :00 - 12:OO Zone K Point Paper Discussion J 

12:00 - 12: 15 Lunch (Break / Working Lunch) , 5 p T , E  &r 3~~l-l/ 70 hfscd= 

- 3 Zone E Comments and UlSCUSSlOn 6, & S ~ T A  &AIE 4 

1 : 15 - 2: 15 Pre-RAB Presentation Preparation 
General Discussion (30 minutes) 
Chicora Tank Farm (30 minutes) 

2 :  15 - 2:30 Break 
2:30 - 3 :45 Interim Measures: 

Define Objectives (1 5 minutes) 
How to Expedite Process (30 minutes) 
Presentation of New Candidate Sites (30 minutes) 

3:45 - 4:05 Base Condition of Property Map - /kd\/T 
I 

1 4:05 - 4: 15 Break 
4: 15 - 4:45 Project Status Presentation for RAE3 " 
4:45-5:15 NextMeeting 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 



August 30, 1996 
NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON 

PROJECT TEAM 

From: Bobby Dearhart 

Subj: JULY PT MEETING MINUTES 

Encl: Naval Base Charleston Cleanup Project Team Meeting Minutes for 
July 2, 1996 

1. Enclosured are the final minutes fiom the July 2, 1996, PT meeting. The 
comments fiom the August 13 & 14, 1996, PT meeting and those provided in the 
August 26, 1996, conference call have been incorporated as best as could. 

BOBBY 
SCRIBE 

Distribution: 
Dave Backus 
Paul Bergstrand 
Doyle Brittain 
Bo Camp 
Daryle Fontenot 
Todd Haverkost 
Tony Hunt 

Hayes Patterson 
Ann Ragan 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Paul Tomiczek 
Kevin Tunstall 

Cecile Lacey 
Joe McCauley 





Naval Base Charleston Cleanup Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

July 2, 1996 

List of attendees is attached. 

The PT ground rules were read. A copy of the ground ruIes is attached. 

Agenda Additions: 

Joe Restructuring of Tier 11 
Todd Summary of Geoprobe sampling handout for Zone A 
Cecile Workload priority status 
Doyle DoD IG audit 

Risk Assessment training 
Presumptive remedies for landfills 
Fast Track cleanup 

Bobby BCT roles and responsibilities 
FY97 budget 
60% Zone E review 
UXO presentation to RAB 
Project Team size and composition 
Team building exercise 

Meeting Obiective: 

Cecile explained that the Objective of the meeting should be established to ensure all PT members 
understand what is expected to be accomplished with each item on the agenda. By having a clear 
objective, the meeting discussions and decisions can keep on track towards the necessary 
outcome. 

June PT meet in^ Minutes: 

Bobby stated that he wanted to have PT consensus on the minutes prior to find issue. It was 
agreed to postpone final review and consensus of the June minutes until the end of the meeting. 
(Comments were provided and copies of the minutes mailed to each PT member.] 

Action Items from June PT Meeting: 

Status of the action items listed in the June PT meeting minutes were provided as follows: 

1 



ACTIONS FROM JUNE PT MEETING 
1. Provide details of Chicora Tank Farm closure 

to Harold Seabrook at SCDHEC. 

2. Review Project Status Sheet and provide ECDs 
where applicable. 

3 .  Provide Statement of Work for radiological 
surveys of DRMO. 

4. Notify BTC (Jim Moore) that he is the person 
that the community should talk to concerning 
Chicora Tank Farm. 

5. Provide information to RAB on ways to 
become involved in process. 

6 .  Begin implementing RAB involvement 
suggestions. 

7 Review 60% Zone E Progress Report and 
provide comments to Daryle. 

8.  Request extension from SCDHEC on UXO 
work plan submittal date. 

9. Discuss with EOSD what a "due diligence" 
search for UXO is considered. 

STATUS 
Tony has not presented information to 
Harold Seabrook on the Chicora Tank Farm. 
He would like to discuss this with the 
regulators and obtain PT consensus whether 
or not the details need to be provided to 
Seabrook. 
Project Status Sheet will be discussed as an 
agenda item. 
Statement of Work for the DRMO 
radiological survey has been prepared and is 
awaiting final SOUTHDIV signature. 
Action for Hayes with ECD of 7/3/96. 
Daryle not present to provide update. Item 
remains open. 

Daryle not present to provide update. Item 
remains open. 
Daryle not present to provide update. 
Action continuing. 
Tony stated that Daryle had only received 
comments from EPA. He requested a new 
date for the PT to provide input to the Zone 
E 60% Progress Report. Kevin questioned 
why the PT needed to provide consensus on 
this. Todd stated that the 60% Report 
discussed second round sampling and 
reduction of analysis. PT has action to 
complete the review with an ECD of 
7/19/96. [In subsequent discussions of the 
Zone E 60% Progress Report, Johnny stated 
that the State was in agreement with EPA 's 
review comments and that no additional 
review was required. 
Brain has submitted a draft letter for the 
UXO work plan date to the CSO for 
signature. He had not heard if the letter had 
been signed out and sent. Bo followed-up 
during the break with CSO. Action 
complete. 
Brian did not consider this as a specific 
action item. EOSD is the expert and will 
provide input to what is considered "Due 
Diligence". Action is transferred to Keyin 



Julv Conference Call: 

10. Present UXO issues to RAB. 

1 I .  Provide candidate sites for RCRA to UST 
program with input for RCRA permit mod. 

The following reasons were given supporting a July conference call: 
- Discussion of 60% Zone E Project Status Report 
- Provides a mid-point review 
- Allows for quick decisions to be made 

to coordinate this. This will be hrther 
discussed during the EOSD discussion. 
No action required by Brian. Action deleted 
until PT detemines proper time to present 
to RAB. 
Kevin has provided input to SOUTHDIV for 
candidate RCRA sites to UST program 

Bobby reiterated the general rules previously established for conference calls: 
- no longer than 1 hour 
- stay away fiom making decisions 
- should provide updates and information 

It was decided later in the meeting that a July conference call was not needed. 

12. Develop recommendation on presenting 
environmental program status to update 
condition of property map. 

13. Discuss PT decision of how to present 
Chicora Tank Farm issue to M I 3  and 
community with SOUTKDIV XO. 

Zone K Work Plan Discussion: 

Navy and Ensafe held meeting on June 20 to 
develop a plan of action for a presentation 
on changing the colors of the Environmental 
Condition of Property Map. This is 
discussed later in the minutes. Action 
complete. 
Brian discussed with the XO at SOUTHDIV 
that it was a PT decision on how to present 
the Chicora Tank Farm issue to the RAB. 
Action complete. 

Tony provided a presentation and overheads on the Data Quality Objectives (DQO) process with 
the objective to demonstrtate application of the process to the PT in the Zone K RFI in hopes of 
accomplishing the investigation in an expeditious and cost effective manner. The DQO process 
developed by EPA provides a systematic approach that clarifies objectives, defines the appropriate 
type of data required, and specifies the tolerable levels of potential decision errors that will be 
used for establishing the quality and quantity of data needed to make decisions. The process 
provides planning actions oriented towards data collection to balance the uncertainties when little 



is known about a site. The decisions made support specifications for developing sampling and 
analysis plans. 

Kevin asked if this process was being used elsewhere? Tony responded that EPA uses it at DOE 
sites. It fits the RCRA and CERCLA accelerated action process. 

The DQO process: 
+ encourages thoughtfil consideration about why data are needed and how data will be 

used in making decisions 
+ structures the discussion of project personnel, regulators and stakeholders 
+ leads to development of S&A and QA plans 

The DQO process helps by: 
+ focusing data requirements and optimizing the design of data collection 
+ facilitating rapid review and approval by regulators and other stakeholders 

There are seven steps in the DQO process: 
I .  State the problem to be resolved. 
2. Identifl the decision. 
3.  Identify the inputs to the decision. 
4. Define the study boundaries. 
5. Develop a decision rule. 
6. Specify limits on decision errors. 
7. Develop and optimize the design for obtaining data. 

Kevin asked if the DQO process was used to better define sampling and how does this tie into 
"judgemental sampling"? Tony stated that judgemental sampling was part of the strategy that is 
used in the current investigation to determine the presence or absence of a contaminant. Once the 
presence is established, a sampling strategy can be developed using the DQO process to define 
what decisions need to be made at the site. 

Kevin asked how many zones could this possibly be used? Tony replied that we only have the 
sampling and analysis plan left to develop for Zone K, however the process is an iterative 
one which can be used during the data interpretation of other sites in the zones. For instance, in 
the Tech Memo we reviewed on Zone E we see BEQs and arsenic in samples from almost every 
site. Ensafe is reviewing the grid sample data to determine the frequency of these contaminants as 
well. By knowing that these contaminants are ubiquitous across the site we do not spend 
unnecessary resources trying to define their nature and extent at each site. 

In demonstrating the logic of the DQO process in terms of what to expect in the groundwater 
contamination at Clouter Island, Tony showed how the major concern would be from the dredge 
material disposal instead of the release from the Naval Ammunition Depot which was operated 
over fifty years ago. Tony suggested that soil be assessed first to determine if a release had 
occurred by detection of any residual contamination and determine whether groundwater requires 
sampling based on these results. Paul pointed out that process drains could be a source of 



contamination that could impact groundwater as well. Tony agreed and pointed out that this was 
part of the DQO process, identifying the problem and developing the conceptual model of the site 
from which a sampling strategy can be developed. 

Tony stated that he would like to use the DQO process for Zone K investigation and asked for 
input from the PT members. 

Kevin stated that it seemed the process focused on sampling specifics and not on the wide 
spread problems. 

Paul stated that a few samples would provide the information. He was concerned that a 
problem could not logically be eliminated based on the lack of information available. He is not 
comfortable with the process. 

Bobby was concerned that a new process was being implemented too late in the 
investigation and that it would delay the overall RFI process. Particularly concerned on how this 
delay would effect the DET for getting this work soon. 

Doyle was not sure what is meant by "uncertainties". Tony stated that we will never be 
totally certain of what the distribution and concentration of site contaminants are because we 
cannot sample the entire site. The uncertainty is reduced by increasing the number of samples 
however cost then becomes a consideration. 

Doyle asked what is meant by data of "no consequence". Tony replied that we have 
collected a large number of samples, especially in Zone C, where we have analyzed for 
contaminants that were not site related. A significant number of these contaminants are non- 
detect. The information is of no consequence since it was not suspected to be there and was not 
found either. 

Doyle basically agrees with the concept, but is also concerned that it is late in the process. 
This should have been implemented during the Comprehensive WP development. This new 
approach may not agree with the approved process in the Comprehensive WP and the permit 
which requires sampling to Appendix 8. The permit only applies to initial sampling after which 
the analytical can be reduced since the permit has no say so on this. He was concerned that lack 
of information by using the DQO process may cause things ro be missed. 

Doyle also stated that not only human health risks need to be looked at but also the 
ecological risk. 

Doyle stated that reuse would be particularly important at the Navy Annex in making 
sampling decisions since this could be used as a playground or recreational area. 

Tony stated that the advantages with the DQO process are that it can: 
- determine the type, quality and quantity of environmental data needed to make the 

identified decision 
- reduce the number and types of samples 
- help locate samples 
- help identify the quality of samples 

Kevin asked if it would delay getting started with the Zone K investigation? Tony stated that it 
could delay the start but that it could shorten the overall process. Todd stated that he was not 
sure if this process would really gain much for us. 



Tony asked if the PT wanted to use the DQO process to focus the investigation of Zone K? The 
PT did not give consensus so the issue of using the DQO process is dead. 

The PT was asked if training on the DQO process would be beneficial for possible use on other 
zones. The PT did not give consensus therefore the DQO process will not be used on other 
zones. 

Paul made an observation that determining what the PT was voting on was some what cotribsing. 
He suggested that on critical decisions/votes that the question should be put on the boardlflip pad 
to ensure all members of the PT understand what decision is being made. This has been added to 
the PT process list (attached). 

Tier TI Conclusion on Two Initiatives 

Joe McCauley stated that Tier I1 had undertaken two initiatives that Tier I will have interest: 
1) Should Tier I1 be spread to other states? There are concerns that too much time is 

wasted by states on issues that don't affect them. 
2) Should a Joint Services Group be established at the Tier I1 level? 

Conclusions: 
1) Tier I1 would be established at each individual state with only that state involved. This 

will reduce the time spent on non-applicable issues. 
2) Will work towards a Joint Services Group on the state level. This will reduce but 

consolidate resources. 

This will have no affect on Tier I. 

Tier I1 will be affected by the Joint Services Group approach: 
+State EPA Air Force Navy Army as guest 

(applicable state) 
+PoIicies and issues will be focused on specific state concerns. 
+The Joint Services Group will enhance communication with management within 

agencies 

This will create a Tier I11 group which will look iike the present Tier 11. 

Question was raised about contractor participation. Contractors will have a role in Tier 11, but 
will not be included in Tier 111. 

Doyle Issues 

+ Risk Assessment Training Course - a registration form was passed out. 
Course will be held September 17 - 20, 1996 in Atlanta. 



A Doyle passed out an Interim Guidance - Presumptive Remedies for LandfrIIs 

EPA and DoD IGs have been conducting audits at Federal facilities. Two concerns: 
a Concerned over what data controls are in place at laboratories 
4 Concerned that no standard procedures exist for data review 

Doyle stated that EPA is comfortable with our process and that it poses no problems. 

Todd emphasized that a 3rd party review is validating = 100% of all data generated. 

Zone E 60% Progress Report 

The State decided that since EPA had already provided comments on the Zone E 60% Progress 
Report, the EPA reviewlcornments were satisfactory. No additional actions are required. 

Pre-RAB Presentation 

Doyle stated that due to the East Coast BCT conference there wouId be several EPA officials 
present at the RAB meeting. 

* Community Relations - Todd will have additional news letters. Bobby discussed meeting with 
the Grass Roots Conversion Coalition on 7/1. The Coalition is concerned over the Chicora Tank 
Farm plan of action as well as the possibility that the DET will not be able to get the work due to 
the Competitive Bid process. 

& Shipyard Detachment - 
Bobby requested that this be removed from the RAB agenda if the community sub- 

committee was not going to make the report. Paul recommended placing the sub-committee 
chairperson's name on the agenda. PT provided consensus on placing the community sub- 
committee chairperson's name adjacent to the respective agenda item. 

Doyle recommended that posters be provided to show what has been accomplished. This 
is especially important for this RAB since we wiil have out of towners visiting. Kevin stated that 
the DET has been doing this at the past RAB meetings and would ensure they are available for the 
upcoming RAB . 

Bobby stated that he had met with Arthur Pinckney of the Grass Roots Conversion 
Coalition concerning the Priority Placement Program (PPP). Arthur seemed satisfied with what 
was discussed. 

4 Environmental Cleanup Progress Report - Tony provided an update on RFI Zone H, C ,  I, and 
B RFI reports. He also stated that maps with risk base contours will be avaiIable for Zone H. 



The status of the Zone D, F and G, and J workplans was provided as well as the status of on 
going field work in Zones A and E. Kevin will provide an update to Tony on the quarterly GW 
monitoring that the DET is accomplishing. 

Joe McCauley stated that Tony should be prepared to answer the question of When? on reports 
and workplans that have not been completed. 

* Tony stated that the Community Relations committee had been asked about an appearance on 
a talk show to  get the community more involved. It was agreed that the co-chairs should be the 
RAE3 representatives on the show. 

6 Chicora Tank Farm - Kevin asked who represented the official Navy response on issues such 
as the CTF? The suggestion was made that Daryle, Capt. Augustin and Cdr Dalby all speak 
officially for the Navy. 

Two questions have high potentiaI for being asked: 
1) What wilI be the level of demolition? 
2) Why competitive bidding and not the DET? 

Cecile reiterated that the PT must stick to the same answer to prevent the perception of not being 
sure of the PT answer. 

Brian will be responsible for briefing the political issues dealing with the CTF property 
issue and competitive bidding with Capt Augustin by 7/3. 

Johnny stated that there was a meeting at DHEC to discuss possible solutions at CTF. Bobby 
brought up the issue that Ann was not in agreement that demolition and leaving debris in place 
was a problem if the correct permit issues were addressed. It was agreed that the details of the 
CTF should be discussed with Seabrook. Tony has action to provide. 

It was agreed that the PT would meet at 5.00 PM on 7/9 for an update of CTF. [Later in the 
meeting it was agreed to forego the pre-RAB meeting since team members would be meeting on 
7/8 for a scoping meeting. if needed the CTF update could be discussed] 

Business as Usual or Fast Track? 

Doyle presented his ideas on ways to Fast Track environmental investigation and cleanup. In 
some people's views, we are slipping to the old way of doing business - not Fast Track. This is 
not the way things are being done at other bases. 

See attached sketch (next page) showing Business as Usual vs Fast Track. 

In Fast Tracking we should do the CMS in parallel with the RFI. During the June PT meeting a 
big step was taken in setting the minimum level for IMs at 10"~  risk. The IM should be 
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accomplished in parallel with the RFI and CMS. Public input would be obtained by selling the 
RAB up front to accept some agreed upon cleanup level. After the LM is completed, the IM Final 
Report would feed right into the CM Report as a final cleanup. Doyle considers that if a Fast 
Track approach is utilized for cleanup, that up to 80% of the Base could be transferable within 3 - 
5 years. This approach does not violate any of the RCRA permit requirements. 

The following questions were posed to the PT: 
1. What are the obstacles to our doing Fast Track investigation and cleanup? 
2. What can we do differently to speed up the process? 
3. Do we want to: 

a. Have a 1 - 2 day meeting in an out of the way place to work through the 
process? 

b. Discuss this in lieu of a PT meeting? 
c. Forget it and continue on as we are doing now? 

Doyle suggested picking one of the dirtiest sites on base and walking through the process as a 
pilot. This would allow problems to be realized prior to moving into the full process. One of the 
worst sites on the Base is SWMU 25 (the old plating shop, Building 44). This is a perfect 
example of a site that could go to final cleanup. SWMU could be presented to the RAB and full 
buy-in obtained. 

Paul stated that he supported this concept and has seen it work at Myrtle Beach AFB. It has 
provided savings of up to one year in project time resulting in = $1M savings. Paul requested that 
this be put on Parking Lot for later discussion. 

Bobby stated that a scoping meeting was being planned for SWMU 25. The DET wants to scope 
it the week of July 1" or July gh. 

Tier I1 Concerns 

Joe McCauley provided input fkom the last Tier I1 meeting report. A recommendation and 
consideration was made by the facilitator to the Tier I1 group and requested how these should be 
addressed to the Tier I team. 

1. Size and composition of the PT - Joe stated that the Charleston team was the largest of 
all Tier 1 teams. Most teams have 6 - 8 members, maximum 10. This was considered the most 
that a team could obtain consensus. 

2. The Charleston PT sometimes uses voting vice consensus even though we call it 
consensus. This was seen during Tony's presentation of the Zone K use of DQO process. During 
consensus, Tony still disagreed and considered that it could still be used as a model. This was not 
consensus, but majority rule. 

Cecile stated that we need to "affirm" to at least get a "can live with" during consensus testing. 
By not getting fill consensus, conflict could develop within the team. Doyle stated that this was 
good clarification and should be considered. Bobby stated that though this was a good example it 
was not the norm. Most of the time if someone disagrees (thumb down) then it was discussed to 



at least get a "can live with". Bobby did agree that for true consensus a thumb down could not be 
by-passed. 

Tony stated that as far as the Zone K DQO presentation that he had considered all of the 
discussion and decided he "could Iive with it" as previously tested. 

The issue of PT size and composition remains. Need to decide who are the stakeholders and 
make the team more dynamic. Doyle suggested that CCele provide input to the process and help 
identify ways to streamline the PT with the goal of establishing the criterion for a true team 
member. 

Joe stated that a normal PT was made up of a Core Team including: 
Navy RPM 
Station RPM (for Charleston does not exist) 
State RPM 
EPA RPM 
Contractors (both CLEAN and RAC) 
BEC 
Detachment (in the case of Charleston) 

It was agreed that the PT composition and size would be put on the Parking Lot for later 
discussion. 

Interim Measures (MI 

Doyle asked what is the objective/what are we looking for in accomplishing M s .  He suggested 
that a process be established on what an IM is needed to do and how can these be "Fast Tracked". 
This was put on Parking Lot to address what the objective of an IM is and how can they be 
expedited. 

Candidate IMs - Brian provided a handout for AOCs 707 and 708 

a AOC 707 - Kevin asked if this site should be under the UST program vs the RCRA 
program? Tony stated that it had been proposed to the State to put in the UST program, but their 
response was to keep under RCRA. Addendum III to Volume V of the RFA recommended that 
this site be an IM with sampling to remove the soil contamination. PT consensus provided to 
include AOC 707 as an IM. 

Kevin identified that there are some questions on what type of sampling should be used for a 
petroleum contaminated RCRA site. For USTs, Tim Mettlin stated that they stay away fiom 
sampling for TPH and use the RBCA levels as a cleanup goal. TPH is not used as an indicator. 
At RCRA sites TPH is used. Johnny and Paui agreed that BTEX and Napthdyene should be used 
as the goal. Paul wants to review the RBCA limits also. It was agreed that the discussion over 
whether sampling for TPH or BTEXmapthalyene should be the goal would be resolved at the 



scoping meeting. Paul questioned if PCBs are involved? The determination of what constituents 
to sample for will be resolved at the scoping meeting. PT consensus provided to include AOC 
708 as an IM. 

r AOC 655 (Base Exchange oil spill) - This site was previously accepted as a candidate 
IM site. Based on the Ensafe RGO, a risk assessment resulted. Brian questioned if this site 
should be dropped as an IM? Todd stated that this site has been recommended to  go into CMS 
because it is less than lo4 but greater than lo6. This will be a risk management decision. PT 
consensus provided to delete AOC 655 from the IM Iist. 

Paul suggested that IM scoping should be a regular item on the PT agenda. There could be a 
follow-up meeting s 2 weeks after the PT meeting as a follow-up. The next scoping meeting is 

+ 

scheduled on Monday, 8 July, at 1400 in Building 30 at the Naval Base. The scoping should 
include SWMU 25, AOC 707 and AOC 708. 

Paul also suggested that we meet that evening somewhere for dinner. All interested will get 
together, relax and reflect on the better things in Iife. 

Environmental Condition of Property Maps 

There was a meeting at Ensafe on June 20' to discuss the approach necessary to demonstrate the 
supporting information to change the colors on the Environmental Condition of Property Map. 
At the June PT meeting consensus was obtained to be able to change the colors to yellow or red, 
but to  change above these colors required regulator agreement. 

At the Ensafe meeting it was agreed to develop individual maps for each environmentai program. 
A combined map would then be provided showing the worst condition of property for any of the 
environmental programs. After a RFI Report shows an area with no additional actions required 
and other environmental program concerns are addressed, the property will be moved to blue or 
green with regulator agreement for property transfer. 

Zone A Geoprobe Report 

Todd presented a Geoprobe technical memorandum on Zone A. The memorandum shows an area 
on the north end of the Base adjacent to DRMO where significant levels of TCE and DCE were 
found. The memorandum recommends additional shallow wells to identify the extent of the 
plume migration. 

Doyle questioned if any migration was approaching any residential areas? Todd stated that it 
stopped well before Noisette Creek. Bobby stated that there was an apartment complex just on 
the other side of the boundary fence which had a large number of children. 



Tony asked about the depth of the Geoprobe borings? Todd showed on page 4 of the 
memorandum that the depth was between 7 and 9 feet. 

Paul asked what was the target date to request permission to install the new shallow wells? Todd 
stated that well installation approval would be to the State by the end of the week (5 July). The 
request would be for six shallow 15 feet deep wells and one deep 45 feet deep well. This could 
affect the completion of the RFI report for August. 

Paul was concerned over GP05, GP08, and GPO9 where hot spots were encountered and GW 
seems to be flowing west. He was concerned if sampling would be required off-base. The wells 
are on the property boundaries. Doyle stated that EPA is very concerned with vinyl chloride in 
children. If the plume is moving towards a neighborhood then it needs to be rediscussed. We 
need to determine the vertical and horizontal extent of the plume. If we end up sampling off-base 
we need to: 

4 Work on community relations and the communities perception. 
4 Strategy - ask property owners permission. State and EPA have legal authority to 

install wells on private property. 
Also TCE moves readily through clay layers. 

Paul asked if Geoprobe mobilization was feasible? Dave stated that we need to install wells on 
the base boundaries and use Geoprobe off-base. The analytical will be expedited. Doyle stated 
that no off-base sampling should occur until after it was discussed with the PT. Paul stated that 
the District well representative needs 48 hour advanced notice. Paul stated that we need to check 
for private wells in the area. A drive through should be accomplished to see if there is any 
evidence ofwells. Todd has the lead to accomplish the drive through by 7/19. 

Tony asked what should be stated at the RAB since it had been stated at the June RAB meeting 
that we would be accomplishing the sampling? Doyle does see a problem with discussing what is 
being found on the Base with the RAB, but does not want to speculate with what might have 
migrated off-base. Paul concerned that some people will draw some conclusions and start asking 
questions about flow and what has been done to show the direction. 

PT consensus that if asked about off-base, the response should be "We do not know at this 
time. If it moves off-base, the Navy will clean it up." 

Naval Base Proiect Status 

An updated Project Status report was distributed by Tony. 

Tony and Todd have action to update the Comprehensive WP by 7/12. 

It was suggested that after an action is complete it should be dropped from the Project Status 
report. 



IDW disposal discussion - 
1) RCRA hazardous - ship as hazardous waste 
2) Non-RCRA - special State regulated 
3) Non-hazardous/non-toxic - should be able to be used on Base. 

The present procedure for all non-hazardous IDW is sent off site for burning. 

Tony has action to determine the requirements for IDW disposal and update at the July 
conference call. 

Kevin discussed his conversation with Harold Seabrook of DI-IEC concerning non-hazardous 
contaminated IDW. Basically, anything other than burying in a lined land fill would require a 
letter to Seabrook for approval. 

Paul stated that Tim Mettlin was no longer associated with the UST program. Paul Bristol 
(former midIands district hydrogeologist) was taking Tim's place. Paul would cover the Naval 
Base, Weapons Station and Marine Corp Air Station. 

It was agreed that the Project Status report would be presented to the RAB at the July meeting. 

BRAC East Coast Conference 

Doyle stated that Mare Island was giving a tour for the West coast conference and wanted o 
know if the PT was doing anything speciai for the east coast conference. Tony stated that Jim 
Berotti had requested that the risk maps that Ensafe was preparing be presented. Tony asked if 
the PT was comfortable with this presentation to the conference. With no concerns noted, Tony 
will have an abstract and presentation ready for the Monday, July 8& scoping meeting. 

Julv/Auaust Conference Call 

PT action to provide input to Paul on Doyle's request on Fast track by 19 July. 

It was agreed that a July/August conference call was not necessary. 

Next PT Meeting 

August 12&, 0930 - 1330 IM scoping meeting at building 30 on Naval Base 

August 1 3 ~ ,  0800 NRRC (tentative) 
Leader - DaryIe 
Scribe - Bobby 

Agenda: Standard items 
BCT roles and responsibilities 
Environmentai Condition of Property Map 



PT size and composition 
Team building exercise - Conflict Resolution 
Zone A update 
Academia proposals 
IDW update 
MBTI 

Cecile's meet in^ Review 

Cecile asked the PT to provide input to what we considered "worked and what we considered 
"needs improvement" : 

Brian asked if the way the minutes were presented reflected the way the meeting went? Bobby 
stated that the minutes reflected how the meeting went with the exception where items were 
totally disconnected. Brian stated that the PT needs to tie the discussions together. 

WORKED I NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 

Cecile made the following recommendations for agenda format: 
Develop a template 
AlIow realistic times 
Identify topics 
State objectives 
Identify the presenter 
Identify if item is for "consensus"/"decision"~'inforrnation" 

+ Increased productivity 
+ Stayed on track 
+ Fixed discrepancy with voting 

+= Agenda written on board and crossed off as 
accomplished 

+ Focused 
+ Discussed pertinent issues 
+ Did not disagree as much 
+ Worked better together as a team 
+ Building trust 
+ Increased flexibility 
+ Had fun! 

CeciIe acknowledged the following accomplishments: 
v Accepted two sites as IM candidates 

+ Acting on presented materials 
+ Started fate and ended late 
+ Lacking preparation for meeting (ie review 

of materials) 
+ Duration of meeting 

+ Need minutes earlier 



V Proactive in discussing better ways to accomplish Fast Track 
v Established regular schedule for scoping meetings 
V Obtained consensus on action items 

Cecile made the following suggestions: 
r Laminate the Ground Rules for each team member 
r Preps for RAE! - people who sit on the RAB and the PT should attend the PT meetings 
4 Team building: 

Formulating mission and vision (where is the team going and how will it get there) 
Roles and responsibilities of team members 
Team composition (Cecile will walk through and help, but the team must establish 
who brings value to the team) 
Conflict resolution training (one hour at next meeting) 



NAME 
Tony Hunt 
Bo Camp 
Hayes Patterson 
Brian S tockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Todd Elaverkost 
Dave Backus 
Kevin Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Doyle Brittain 
Paul Bergstrand 

Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
July 2, 1996 

Attendance Sheet 

ORGANIZATION 
SOUTHDIV 
CSO 
SOUTHDIV 
SOUTHDIV 
SCDHEC 
E/A&H 
E/A&H 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 

PHONE 
(803) 820-5525 
(803) 743-9985 
(803) 820-5658 
(803) 820-748 1 
(803) 896-41 79 
(803) 884-0029 
(90 1) 3 72-7962 
(803) 743-6777 
(803) 743-282 1 
(404) 347-3555 ext 2061 
(803) 896-40 16 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 743-9947 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 856-0107 
(901) 372-2454 
(803) 743-9413 
(803) 743 -0 174 
(404) 347- 1735 
(803) 896-4002 

Paul Tomiczek (Bobby Dearhart proxy) 
Daryle Fontenot (Tony Hunt proxy) 

Cecile Lacey Galileo (40 1) 762-23 9 1 (401) 762-2133 
(faciiitator) 

Joe McCauley SOUTHDIV (803) 820-5500 (803) 820-7465 
(Tier I1 link) 

Gabe Magwood SOUTHDIV (803) 820-7307 (803) 820-5563 



Action Items From July 2 PT Meeting 

ACTION 

I .  Provide details of Chicora Tank Farm cIosure to Harold 
Seabrook at SCDHEC. 

2. Provide Statement of Work for radiologicaI surveys of 
DRMO. 

3 .  Notify BTC (Jim MoorelTom Fressilli) that he is the 
person that the community should talk to concerning 
Chicora Tank Farm. 

4. Provide information to RAB on ways to become 
invoIved in process. 

5 .  Begin implementing RAE3 involvement suggestions. 
6. Coordinate with EOSD what a "due diligence" search 

for UXO is considered. 
7. Determine when UXO issues should be presented to 
RA8. 

8. Provide candidate sites for RCRA to UST program 
to DHEC. 

9. Brief SOUTHDIV XO on potentiai controversial issues 
dealing with CTF property and competitive bidding. 

10. Drive through areas adjacent to north end of Base to 
determine evidence of private GW wells. 

11. Provide updates of the Comprehensive RFI WP 
revisions to PT members. 

12. Determine requirements for D W  (non-hazardous and 
special) disposal. 

13. Provide input on Fast Track questions to Paul. 

ECD 

711 9/96 

7/3/96 

8/13/96 

811 3/96 

811 3/96 
9110196 

TBD 

TBD 

7/3/96 

71 19/96 

711 2/96 

811 3/96 

711 9/96 

ASSIGNED 
TO 

Tony 

Hayes 

Daryle 

Daryle 

Daryle 
Kevin 

Project Team 

Brian 

Brian 

Todd 

TonyITodd 

Tony 

Project Team 



NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON PROJECT TEAM 

GROUND RULES 

Be professional 
Maintain opedhonest communications 
Focus on goals 
Respect other's positions 
Resolve team conflicts as they occur 
Bring skills, expertise and resources to  the team 
Be flexible 
Avoid surprises 
Be proactive and innovative 
Meetings will start and end on time including breaks and lunch 
Decision by consensus with time to affirm 
Project Team issues will be brought to the table and dealt with as a team 
Have h n  
No side conversations 
Team members communicate directly with each other as needed 
Team members will come to meetings prepared 



NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON PROJECT TEAM 

PROCESS LIST 

Agenda items: 
develop a template 
identify topics 
identi& the presenter 
identified if item is for "consensus" / "decision" / "information" 
state objectives I goals 
number ail items 
provide before meetings 
estimate realistic times including breaks 
Following are standard agenda items: 

Introduction 
Revise Agenda 
Prioritize Agenda 
Define Objectives of Meeting 
Review Minutes and Action Items fiom Previous Meeting 
Schedule Conference Call for Month 
Pre-RAB Presentation Preparation 
Post RAB Meeting Critique (if meeting continues after RAB) 
Next Meeting 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Items and Parking Lot 

Close-out and Wrap-up 
Schedule IM Scoping Meeting with Follow-up Approximately Two Weeks Later 

Handouts/documents for discussionidecisions should be provided before the meeting. 
Maintain project status. 
Announce/introduce all visitors. 
Maintain minutes with list of action items, decisions, parking lot, etc. 
Changing meeting dates and times requires group consensus. 
Membership/attendance/votes wiIl accept proxy or alternate. 
Critical items for decisions / consensus should be put on the boardlflip pad to ensure a11 members 

of the PT understand what decision is being made. 





IJltA FI' 
Naval Base Charleston 

Environmental Cleanup Project Team 
Meeting Agenda 

August 12,13 & 14,1996 

Leader - Daryle Fontenot 
Scribe - Bobby Dcarhart 

August 12, 1996 Building 30, Naval Base Charleston 
0930 - 1200 Interim Measures Scoping Mecling 

August 13, 1996 Naval Reserve Readirless Cerlter 
8:00 - 8: 1 5 Introduction 

Revise Agenda 
8: 1 5 - 9:00 Prioritize Agenda 

D d ~ n e  Objectives of Mcding 
9100 - 9130 Review Minutes and Action Items from July tnd Meeting 
9:30 - 7:45 Schedule Confbra~ce Call for August 
9:45 - 10:OO Break 
I 0:00 - I 2:00 Pro-RAB Presentation Preparation 
12:00 - l:00 Lunch 
1 :00 - 2:00 Project Status Roview fbr RAB 
2:00 - 2:45 Rase Condition of Property May 
2:45 Adjourn for day 

August 14, 1996 Naval Reserve Readiness Center 
8:00 - 830 Post RAB Meeting Critique 
8:30 - 9:30 Conflict Resolution Exercisc 
9:30 - 9:45 Break 
9:45 - 1 1 :00 Fast Track Cleanup 
1 I :00 - 12100 FY 97 Budget 
12:00 - 1 $0 lunch 
1 :00 - 1 :30 Project Team Size and Composition 
1:30-1% Soilvitriflcation 
1 :4S - 2:30 Zone A Update 
2:30 - 2:45 Break 
2:45 - 3:30 Investigative Derived Waste 
3:30-4100 NextMeetin~ 

Date, Time, Place and Leadcr 
Set Agenda 
Rcvicw Actio~~ Items and Parking Lot 

4:00 - 4:30 Close-out and Wrap-up 

Thc folluwing i te~ns wore also listed for agenda: 
Acadania Proposal 
BCT Roles and Responsibilities 
MBTI 



Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
August 13 & 14,1996 

Lcader - Daryle Fontenot. 
Scribc - Bobby Dearhart 

August 1.3, I996 * I'ulmerro Co?tferews Cenrer @ Charics~vn Air Force Buse 
8:00 - 8: 15 Introduction D I I I ~ ~ C  1i011tcnot 

Revise Agenda 
8: 15 - 9:00 Prioritize bends Duvle ~:otltcnot 

Define Objectives of Meetin& 
9:00 - 9:30 Rcview Minutes and Action Items from July 2nd Meebng D ~ y e  P D ~ I O ~  

9:30 - 9:45 Schedule Conference C#ll for August hrylc Fmrknot 

9:45 - I 0:00 Break 
1 0:00 - 12:OO PreRAB Presentation Prepaiation DM y i ~  F O U ~ ~ ~ O L  

12:00 - I :00 Lunch 
1 100 - 2: 00 Project Stntus Review h s  RAB TOI~Y H u n t  

2:00 - 2:45 Base Condition of Properly Map Dm YIC );cmc~not 

2 4 5  Adjourn for day 

Afrgt~~t  14, 1996 * Puhleflo Cvnfc'rence Cenfer @ ChmIcston Air Force Base 
8:00 - 8:30 Post RAB Meeting Cljtiyue Dmy~c Fonlcnot 

8:30 - 9:30 Coiiflict Resolution Exercise Cccilc ~ a q  

9:30 - 9:45 Break 
9:45 - 11 :00 Fast Track Cleanup I ~ U I  ~ ~ r g ~ t ~ c l n d  

I 1 :00 - 12:00 FY 97 Budget Tony 1111nt 

12:OO- 1:00 Lunch 
I :00 - 2:00 Project Team Size md Composilion Cwile L-BCC~ 

2:00 - 2:30 Soil Vitrification Tony ~ u n t  

230 - 3:00 Zone A Update Todd I Iavorkwt 

3:OO-3:15 Break 
3 : 1 5 - 3:45 investigative Derived Waste h ~ r y  IIUII! 

3:45 - 4:00 Next Meding 1)mylc i:olltcnot 

Date, Tirne, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action lierns and Parking Lor 

4 9 0  - 4:30 Close-out and Wrap-up Cecile Laecy 

* 9k PT nteeling will be itt fhe Sandpiper IZounf at fhe Palmetto Cor@rencc Cenzer (Fortner 
(:onmunity Center) at lJlc ~ e l h ~ l e s ~ o ~ i  Air Force base. 



Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Interim Measures Scoping Meeting 
August 12,1996 

August I 2, 1996 0930 - 1200 Building 30, Naval Base Charleston 

Interim Measures Kevin T W I Y ~ ~ ~ ~ I  

930 - 1030 SWMU 25 (Bldg 44 Old Plating Shop) 
10: 30 - 1 1 :30 SWMU 1 3 (Fire Fighting Trainiig ha) 
I I :30 - 1200 AOC 699 (Stom Drains) 

Adjourn at 12:oO for lunch and RDA meeting. If  possible after RDA rncetjm continue Interim 
Measurcs Scoping Meeting to include: 

SWMU 7 (Old Public Works Currd) 
AOC 574 (Bldg 9 Fuel tank) 
AOC 707 (Diesel Fuel Spill Bldg 1795) 
AOC 708 (Petroleum Release Between Bldg NS-668 ~ l ~ d  Bldg NS469) 





October 7, 1996 
NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON 

PROJECT TEAM 

From: Bobby Dearhart 

Subj: AUGUST PT MEETING MINUTES 

Encl: Naval Base Charleston Cleanup Project Team Meeting m u t e s  for 
August 13 and 14,1996 

1. Enclosed are the final minutes fiom the August 13" and 14", 1996, PT meeting. 

BOBBY DEARHART 
SCRIBE 

Distnbution: 
Dave Backus Hayes Patterson 
Paul Bergstrand Ann Ragan 
Doyle Brittain Brian Stockmaster 
I30 Camp Johnny Tapia 
Daryle Fontenot Paul Tomiczek 
Todd Haverkost Kevin Tunstall 
Tony Hunt 

Cecile Lacey 
Joe McCadey 



Naval Base Charleston Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

August 13 & 14,1996 

List of attendees is attached. 

Daryle opened the meeting by making the announcement that next meeting wiil be at the Naval 
Reserve Center, site of the last two meetings. 

Daryle then read the ground rules. 

It was noted that Bobby was not present, Tony was substituting as scribe. CeciIe noted that Todd 
and Dave Rackus were not present. 

Cecile made the fo1Iowing announcements: 
Donna Kopeski, who is in training with Galileo, and Dr. Lee Wille will replace Cecile for 
the next meeting. Cecile will return in October. 
MBTI tests are available for anyone that wants to take the tests. Either complete them 
while Cecile is here, mail to Cecile or give to Donna. Cecile will provide training in 
what the types mean in October. 
For long term planning purposes the skills assessment survey was provided for everyone 
to complete and return as soon as possible. 

Revise Agenda 

PT size and composition discussion was moved fiom Day 2 to Day 1 to accommodate schedule 
conflicts. 
Added a discussion on the team's mission statement 
Discussion on the attendance of RDA members 
Interim Measures. 

The agenda was then revised and prioritized to include these additions. 

It was noted that we wiil have visitors for the Fast Track and Soil Vitrification discussions. 

Meeting Obiectives 

No feedback was obtained fiom any of the PT members on the draft agenda nor were any 
objectives provided. Everyone agreed that it is the responsibility of the team to provide objectives 
where applicable in order to allow everyone to adequately prepare for the meeting. 



Review of Draft Julv Proiect Team Minutes 

Tony provided changes to the DQO discussions. Additional comments made on the minutes 
were: 

- Action items need to be included (previous month) along with what action was taken. 
- Pg. 7, second club, the PT did not make the decision that Daryle, Capt. Augustin and 

Cdr Dalby would speak but rather that this would be suggested. 
- Several errors were noted on flow chart on page 9. 
- Personal references were agreed to be unnecessary. 
- Pg. 1 I ,  no mention was made of the use of TPH versus individual constituent analysis. 
- Comment was made that the minutes are good however we may be losing the 

effectiveness of the meeting due to posturing and some reservation in expressing our 
thoughts. 

- Comment was made that less of he said, she said because this is difficult to follow. A 
summary of issues and discussion and what decisions were made as a result is sufficient. 

No other comments were noted, if firther discussion was necessary it was agreed that Bobby 
should be present. Consensus test was taken on whether we would Iike to see corrections 
included in the minutes prior to approval. Consensus passed. 

Action Items fiorn Auwst PT Meeting 

ACTION 
1. Provide demls of Chicora Tank Farm closure to Harold 

Seabrook at SCDHEC. 
2. Provide Statement of Work for radiologcai surveys of 

DRMO. 
3. No* BTC (Jim Moore/Tom Fressilli) that he is the 

person that the community should talk to concerning 
Clucora Tank Farm. 

4. Provide information to RAB on ways to become involved 
in process. 

5. Begn lmplemenung RAB involvement suggestions. 

6. Coordinate with EOSD what a "due diligence" search 
for UXO is considered. 

7. Determine when UXO issues should be presented to RAB. 

8. Provide can&date sites for RCRA to UST program to 
DHEC. 

9. Brief SOUTHDIV XO on potential controversial issues 
dealing with CTF property and competitive bidding. 

10. Drive though areas adjacent to north end of Base to 
determine evidence of private GW wells. 

11. Provide updates of the Comprehensive RFI WP 
revisions to PT members. 

f 

STATUS 
Tony rereponed complete. 

Tony reported SOW complete. 

Complete. Bo asked if Tom is aware of 
it? 

Complete. Daryle stated that thls was to 
be done at the August and subsequent 
RAB rneetin~s. 
Complete. This is being done 
concurrently with action item #4. 
In progress. ECD 9/10. Mainmn as 
open action item. 
This is yet to be determined. Suggestion 
was made to delete this as an action item. 
Team agreed. 
Complete. 

Complete. 

Complete. Todd menuoned that no wells 
were found. Additional information is 
provided in the Zone A update. 
Complete. Tony stated that this had been 
done. Revisions 0 1 and 02 had been 



Conference Call Schedule 

12. Determine requrements for IDW (non-hazardous and 
special) disposal. 

13. Provide input on Fast Track questions to Paul. 

Call was scheduled for 8/26 at 1:OO. Daryle has action to set up and provide access numbers. 

combined into one revision and the 
adchtional comments made by the State 
had been addressed and included. 
Complete. 

Complete. Only two responses were 
received. [Decided later in the meeiing 
that this should be revisited and 
comments provided to Paul bv 8/30.] 

Pre RAE3 Presentation 

Daryle announced that Jim Moore and Susan Floyd will no longer be members of the RAl3. 

Environmental Progress Report 
Chicora Tank Farm. Ann volunteered to give the presentation. Important points to 

include in the presentation were discussed and are as follows: 
(1) EPA, State and Navy are working together to address community concerns. 
(2) Meeting was held to discuss options, reguIatory stumbling blocks and what fix-ther 

information or action was needed. 
(3) Solicit input from the community representation. 

Consensus test was taken on agreement that State will present Consensus passed. 

Status of Environmental Programs 
This is first time presenting this status sheet so some explanation is needed. Acronym list will 

be attached. RFI status to be presented by Tony, IM status by Brian. Final GRAM and NNPP 
reports are now in Information Repository in the library. Several other items were noted during 
review of the status sheet: 

- Project Status sheets wili be provided at least one week in advance to Project Team 
members to allow for adequate preparation. 

- Several reviews are upcoming at the end of the month therefore additional meeting time 
is needed. Decision was made to meet in Aiken on 913 at 0900 to discuss the following: Zone A 
RFI report presubmittal review 

Zone K RFI work plan Response to Comments 
Zone J RFI work plan Response to Comments 

Action to review documents for discussion at the 913 meeting. Action: Project Team 
RCD 9/3 

RAB Roles & Responsibilities 
Overheads to be presented. It was suggested that the RAB be asked how much interaction are 

they having with the groups they represent. Also suggested was that time be provided for the 
RAB to voice their concerns, similarly to what was done at some meetings in the past. It was 



agreed that it is more effective if each individual has the opportunity to provide input. We are 
partially at fault for the RAE3 not being active participants in the process. 

Talk show appearance 
The taping is 8/26, to  be aired on 9/1 on TV 2 with Nina Sossennan. 

Diane Cutler (Community Relations Specialist) with Ensafe is preparing posters. Fact sheets have 
been given to  the station. Action to provide possible questions that may come up to help 
Daryle prepare. Action: Project Team RCD 8/19 

Zone A U ~ d a t e  

The potential for offsite migration of contaminants is a concern here based on the preliminary 
sampling done by Ensafe. It was agreed that we need to  present what we know about this area to 
the RAB in the following manner: 

- Review what sampiing was undenvay in this area (GW screening) 
- Discuss what was found 
- Provide a map that provides an idea of the extent of the problem 
- Assure them that if migration offsite is a possibility, sampling will occur offsite as well. 

Consensus test taken on presenration of Zone A information to the RAK Consensus test 
passed 

Project Team Composition 

Handouts were provided on Expectations of the Project Team and Tier I----Core Project Team 
Members. 

Cecile began this discussion. Tier I1 has a concern over the size and representation of several of 
the Tier I teams, this one included. It was clarified that size reduction is not being dictated to the 
team however it is an issue that should be looked at and addressed by the PT. Some of the key 
concerns: 

- On average the teams should be 6 to 8 people 
- Team members should be those that add value to the process, are prepared to take risks, 

and stand by decisions made. 
Cecile showed several overheads including Expectations of the PT and the Core PT members. 
The team currently has 14 members. It was suggested that we develop a problem statement. In 
order to do this the team first agreed to determine what problems existed. These issues are listed 
as follows: 

Empowerment; not being accomplished 
Change in membership is disruptive 
Group membership is beginning to work together 
is there a need for all members to vote (i.e. agency representation) 
Topics being reopened for discussion and long discussion on topics 
No problem with number of members 
Unaware of value to the team 
First step is for each agency to look at its representation 



Levei of expertise and type of expertise 
Need to balance decision makers with value added individuals 
Individual agency review needed 
Focus on where we are today in terms of membership 
Difficult due to size, i.e. length of discussion 
Need to clarify processes 
Voting as a consensus not a problem 
Membership may fluctuate 
Members come and vote on an "as needed" basis (ad hoc) 
Team direction and actual accomplishments 
Need to take reasonable risks 

Cecile proposed that we develop a list of roles and responsibilities and include in our 
rnissiodvision statement. These are required for recognition by Tier I1 in addition to the conflict 
resolution model. 

Joe McCauley addressed the question concerning the directive from Tier 11. The size and 
composition of a11 Tier I teams is being reviewed. From experience, the larger a team is the more 
difficult it is to manage and build team consensus. Tier I1 feels that there is should be a core 
membership of 5 individuals that are hndarnentd to the team, others can be ad hoc or matrixed. 
Tier 11 is asking that our team do a review and consider that small is good and that the most 
effective teams have 6 to 8 members. 

Ann Ragan asked if the BCT still exists and how does Tier I1 view the PT. The State chose 
representation on the BCT based on the request at the time which required something different 
than an RPM can provide. 

Joe mentioned that the PT should contain the appropriate level of expertise to make decisions 
recognizing that engineers (RPMs) are not empowered to commit funds or allocate resources. 
This, in addition to resolution of policy issues, was the responsibility of the BCT. 

There were still some questions about the BCTPT relating to whether this issue had redly been 
resolved previously. This is an example of topics which are being reopened on issues where 
supposedly consensus had been reached. Everyone needs to  understand what was decided or else 
the issue needs to be reopened and a decision reached. 

Finally a question was raised on whether it is the issues that we are addressing that is causing 
conflict or the membership. The question then would be who needs to be involved in the 
decision. 

Consensus test was taken to request everyone to go back to their individual agencies and 
determine what the representation of the agency should be  The team will discuss the team 
membership afrerwards. Consensus test passed 



Action to review membership of PT and what each member brings to the meeting. 
Action: Project Team RCD 9/10. 

Conflict Resolution 

Ceciie lead the PT through a Conflict Resolution exercise. A handout was provided along with 
the viewing of a video. Some basic points include: 

There are three basic forms of conflict: 
( I )  Goals Conflicts 

- Parties have incompatible goals. 
- Each party's goals threaten goals of the other. 
Resolution: Reconcile the ambitions of the parties. 

(2) Judgment Conflicts 
- Parties differ over factual or emoirical issues. 
- Parties agree on the god but not on how to attain it. 
Resolution: Combine information and insights to form a conclusion that meets the needs 

of parties. 

(3) Normative Conflicts 
- One party evaluates the other on the basis of how he/she should behave. 
- Plays to our notion of justice, equity and values. 
- Triggers emotionai reactions of blame and anger. 
Resolution; May require an apology from the violating party. 

Goals Conflicts and Judgmental Conflicts can be handled in a team type atmosphere. Normative 
Conflicts are not team issues and should be resolved outside of the team. 

Assertiveness Scaie 

High 4 

Assertiveness 

Low 

Competing 

Avoiding Accommodating 

Low 

Cooperativeness 



6 Avoiding - Nothing is happening 
6 Accommodating - "Fine - do it" may work short term. Satisfy other person at expense 

of own. 
+ Competing - This is the way is s got to be. 

No consideration of other person's concerns. 
Own concerns - nobody else's 

+ Compromising - Balance - all concerns not satisfied. 
+ Collaborating - BEST - Both sides agree on the problem. 

There is cooperation to listen to the other side. 
All facts are presented by both sides. 
Satisfies concerns of both parties. 

The video demonstrated that conflict not only effects those involved, but also everyone around 
the parties. Avoiding creates anger and frustration. Accommodation satisfies others concerns 
but not one own. 

Remember, when in conflict there are always choices. 

Concerns with Interim Measures 

Bobby stated concerns over three interim measures that were submitted to the State for comment 
and approval which were returned disapproved. This lead to an in-depth discussion resulting in a 
recommendation by Cecile that the concerns of the State, the Navy and the Detachment be listed. 

I State I Navy 1 Detachment 1 
Communication break down a Team decided on IMs - surprised 6 Shocked over comments received 
Progress seen 
New at CNB with sites 
Believes n was sad to look harder 

at sites in question 
Ms: new process for everyone - 

not llke RCXA 
IMs intended as final amon 
Needs to look at workplansl draft 

workplans 
Not a "start over" issue 
Has to look at his as final 

attempt to clean 
iMs are a range of problems: 

occur on a continuum. 
4 * 

Well known Unknowntundefined 
problem problem chronic 

release 
Some problems are more difficult 

and not defined - ie source of lead, 
where do we look 

when submitted workplans required 6 Question "What is Fast Track?" 
more information State should not make 

Do not need to go ahead at all determination If IM is worked 
cost Wasting time. energy and money 

Valid concerns This issue is a problem 
3 IMs passed by PT as canddates 
Scoped 
Understood that WPs were to be 

done 
Comments stated not enough 

information to move ahead 
Comments changed hrection of 

m 
BCT has fallen through 
Funmng not received as 

anticipated for fast track 
No empowerment 
Sit as a team and make decisions 

- walk away and decisions are 
changed 



Long term problem? 
Concerned with attempt to clean 

undefined problems 
Is the IM going to move the base 

forward 
h i s  may not be appropriate at all 

times 
0 The WP was a draft 

Had time to review 
Detachment does a great job 
Base cleanup shouid be done in 

most efficient manner 
WPs have to reflect the "Big 

Picture" 
Cannot make clear judgment If all 

information is not included 
Additional problems not 

explainedldescnbed 
Have to be cautious when 

establishing cleanup levels 
Do we clean to industrial level 

only or do we try to clean to 
residentiai. State has always held to 
cleaning to residential 

Are we moving forward to clean 
up the base? 
4 Going in reverse 

Feels that State is concerned on 
being questioned if cleanup levels 
are stated in IM and are changed in 
CMS , ,  

CMS may show that the iM 
hasn't taken it far enough 

When IM reaches cleanup level 
specdied, IM should be completed 
Once the RFI report is complete, 

senseless to do IM 
Cleanup levels have been 

addressed to State for a long time 
Concerned that NS will be used 

for industrial now, but could change 
in future 
4 FOSL says "like use" 
IM - remove the source 
Not a State concern if IM is good 

or not. 
Team determines via scoping 

meetmgs 
Thought that when scoping 

meeting concluded IM was good to 
go 
WP should not stop the iM 
Can take a back set and let BCT 

decide what needs to be done and 
then implement 

Need definition of IMs 
Confused 

4 Do we need more work up front? 

Is a WP necessary? 
Are IMs considered to be outside 

of purpose of the Detachment? 

Each team member was asked to develop problem staements based on the above inputs and group 
them into major categories. The groupings on the following page resulted. 

Doyle discussed Robert Ryan's (RDA staff) questions on how clean is the Navy going to  clean 
the Base. A letter was written to the State with copies to EPA and Navy BEC. The RDA 
questioned leaving contamination under asphaft paved areas and concrete slabs. Who will be 
responsible to clean it up in the future if the asphalt and/or concrete slab is removed? How can 
land be developed with contamination present? Doyle relayed to the RDA that the State says 
cleanup to  residential, but RDA is concerned that the Navy is going to cleanup to a level less than 
residentiai. 



Clarification and definition 
on 1Ms is nee& 1 Team lacks unified goals 

and objectives 
Clarification and definition 
of Fast Track is needed 1 

State needs clearer picture 
of affected area in order to 

and energy under the assumption 
that State understands and will 
approve IMs. 150 people that 
need to be gainfully employed. 

How hard do we try to 
make IM work the 

FINAL worW 

Are we considering all aspects 
of our IMs to be able to reach 

a final action without the 
learfliability of not being 
able lo do addttional CMI 
work as we may find out 

needs to be done at a later date? 

We are tryng to accomplish 
the cleanup of the Base 

utilizing the SY Detachment 
as much as possible, 

however the vehicle to do 
this, Interim Measures, are 
no longer clearly defined and 

are difficult to identify because 
the RFI progress is slow. 

( Who h navigating the 
''cleanup boat3 

the kitchen. 

We do not all share 
the same goal. 

The Detachment's need 
for work is rushing the 

process. 

Transitioning not yet resolved: 
Navy - gone New paradigm 
Political: Lost jobs and taxes 

Who is next in line 
EPAIDHEC: Rules are changing 

Objectives - What are thep  
Team overall: Cleanup the base? 

Fast Track: What is it7 
IMs? 

that can be worked imediately 
by the Detachment (or RAC) 
without extensive regulatory 

or administrative delays. 

When we make a decision, 
stick to it and ga forward. 
Identify the risks, benefits, 
and consequences when 

making the decision. 
(Might want to consider 

using the W O  process). i 7 
Decision to implement IM 
is not made at the detailed 

scoping meeting. 

Neither "Fast TracK' or 
"Interim Measures" 

are adequately defined. 

The Fast Track process 
includes the IM process. 
The problem is that Fast 
Track needs to be defined 

and within that context 
decide what an IM action 
should include, always 
focusing on the final 
cleanup of the Base. 

/ We need to show and 
demonstrate Fast Track 
cleanup while taking into 
account and addressing 

agency concerns. 
-What is Navy's latitude for 
voluntary cleanup? 

- Don't confuse 1Ms as final, 
but a vehicle to achieve 
final goal. 

-We need to defuse the 
hammer conflict [that is 
you said this earlier but , now you changed] 

Do we want to use 
IMs as a means to 
Fast Track cleanup 
at Naval Base 
Charleston? 

The processes to implement 
"Fast Track" or "Interim 
Measures" are not 
adequately defined. 

The team collectively 
has yet to identify the 

inputs needed to expedite 
the process. This may 

involve calculated risk taking. 



Action to place on the agenda to progress with the problem statement on what's wrong 
(work into vision/mission statement). Team has action to review issues on IMs and Fast 
Track. RCD: 9/10. 

Review of Remaining Agenda Items . . 

Environmental Condition of Property - Doyle concerned that not enough information is available 
to more better than red/yellow. Daryie will present proposed updated map at September meeting. 

Fast Track Cleanup - Paul has additional questions to be presented. 

Vision and Mission Statement - to be delayed until the September PT meeting. 

Question was posed on what needs to be done with the three lMs in question? Kevin had a more 
fundamental question - Can some sites be handled as process closures vice IMs (ie Bldg 44 and 
BIdg 9 cleanups)? Johnny asked if Bldg 44 was a S W .  Doyle clarified that the building was 
not the SWMU. Johnny still needs to know if Bldg 25 is included in the SWMU 25. The RCRA 
permit requires notification to the State if any portion of the SWMU will be disturbed. 

Consensus ~ v a s  reached that SUlMU 25 (Bldg 44) would be handled by a letter to the State. 
Cleaning of Bldg 9 inside would be handled as a process closure without an IM. 

DHEC/Navy/Detachrnent have action to meet in Columbia at DEIEC to discuss actions 
necessary for I M s  on SWMUs 38,42, and 109. RCD: 8/19. 

Fast Track Cleanup 

Paul provided an organization chart for the Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste Management at 
DHEC and asked that it be included in the minutes. A copy is attached. 

Paul stated that he had only received two inputs to the July PT request on input to Fast Track. 
He asked for input on the previous questions as well as input to the following: 

1) Define Fast Track as it relates to each person - not as defined in the Purple Book. 
A. As pertains to investigation. 
B. As it pertains to cleanup. 

2) Provide an example of each (as it is actually happening or  how you would like to see 
it). Provide input as a process with time frames or a flowchart with a time line. 

3) Provide what Fast Track is NOT. 

Action to provide input on Paul's questions above and also on Doyle's questions pertaining 
to Fast Track Action: Project Team RCD: 8/30. 



Pro-iect Team Size and Composition 

Daryle presented Joe McCauley's recommendations as shown below: 

Tier I1 Link Vision Of Naval Base Charleston Proiect Team 

Discussion 
Only one person from CLEAN is necessary 

Organization 
Ensafe 

DHEC 

Member 
Todd 

BEC 
S OUTHDIV 

efwe 

Johnny 

Daryle 
Tony 

RPM 
SOUTHDIV 

Tier I is not a policy makrng team. Ann is a member of Tier 11. 

Detachment 

Joe explained his listing based on the Tier I1 criteria and presented for information only. This is a 
recommendation that the PT must review. 
Johnny asked if this was a Tier II directive. Joe answered that it was not. 

Brian 

&yes 
Be 

EPA 
Bechtel 

The size and composition of the PT will be on the September agenda for a decision. Action to 
review and be prepared to present agency input on PT membership. Action: Project 
Team RCD 9/10. 

Don't meet definition of Tier I team members 

&be 
Bobby 
Kevk 

Zone A Update 

Looks at Detachment as a contractor only requiring a single 
representative. 

Shaded names represent Tier II strawman for PT. 

Doyle 
Pael 

Todd showed a map of Zone A and the new well instdations for SWMU 39. SarnpIes have been 
taken but only analyzed for voiatile. Screening samples west of Bldg 1604 showed =500 ppb and 
wells adjacent to 1604 showed x 2200 ppb. Anticipates that the TCE plume is moving west 
towards base boundary and the marsh. 

No work presentlv going on. 

Paul stated that the samples were from shallow wells. Chlorinated solvents tend to sink which 
would lend to looking deeper at the next phase. 



Todd presented a draft profile of the well installations. Paul asked what is next? Additional 
samples will be taken at existing wells as weii as looking into information from the deep well at 
Bldg 1604. Paul provided the foIlowing suggestions: 

Questions: 1) Human health? 
2) Property owners? 
3) Hess problem? 

Next steps: Maps of known plume 
XC 
shallow 
deep 
DP 

Deep wells on base 
ShalIow/deep wells off base 
Anticipate Press questions 

Paul asked who was taking the lead for the off-base investigation? The Navy has the lead. Doyle 
asked that nothing be done off-base until discussed with the State and EPA. Based on what is 
known there is no imminent threat to human health. Progress will continue to be tracked and 
discussed at the PT meetings. 

Vitrification of Contaminated Soil from Naval Base Charieston 

Representatives from kTT Enterprises and Clemson University made a presentation for a soil 
vitrification project. Team members included: 

Gerald Addison kTT Enterprises, Inc. 
Gerald Teaster AIT Enterprises, Inc. 
Brian Jackson AJT Enterprises, Inc. 
Ronnie Talley Hunter, Maclean, Exley & Dunn, PC (Lawyer) 
Dr. Denis Brosnan Director of Center for Ceramic Engineering, Clemson University 
Robert Mussro Facilities Manager, Ceramic Engineering Center, Clemson 

University 

Mr. Addison (former shipyard worker) had contacted Clemson to discuss a demonstration of the 
soil vitrification using 5 tons of Navd Base contaminated soiIs and turning it into glass. This 
provides two advantages: 

1. Reduces size of pile of dirt 
2. Totally relieves owners liability 

This is incineration and therefore not a waste treatment facility, but is a vitrification process that is 
a recycling faciiity: 

incineration - waste treatment 
vitrification - recycling 

A handout was provided explaining the process with the following overview: 
Creation of a "Peer Review Committee" of eminent scientists and engineers. 



Bench scde preparation. 
Two soil samples - five tons each. 
Vitrification of soils at DOE'S Albany Research Center 
Characterization of product and process 
Final report. 

This is being hnded through a DOE grant. UItimate goal would be to vitrifi contaminated soils 
at Naval Base CharIeston using the direct arc furnaces in Bldg 9. 

Paul asked what were the anticipated costs per cubic yard or ton. HopefulIy less than $100/ton 
which is dependent on cooling times. 

Paul also asked if there was a minimum quantity for a Iarger effort, ie a break even point? This 
information is not available as of yet. This is being discussed with SCE&G and would possibly be 
accomplished at offpeak hours to obtain the best cost. 

Tony asked if any environmental permits were required? Information from DOE labs would be 
used. Next phase would discuss with DHEC solid waste and air to determine the requirements. 
This is not an unusual process and initial air emissions would be expected to be below air 
emissions requirements. 

Bo stated that a DOT transporter license would be required. It was stated that they would use 
non-hazardous soils. 

Paul asked what was needed from the PT? This is just an informational discussion. Doesn't need 
anything other than 5 tons of soil. AJT will drum and ship. Need cooperation with getting the 
samples. 

Kevin asked when? No sooner than a couple of months dependent on hnding. Earliest October - 
November for the vitrification process. 

Doyle asked, assuming pilot test works, what is anticipated for Charleston? Negotiations in 
leasing Bldg 9 krnace areas. 

Johnny asked if soils contaminated with non-hazardous waste were going to be used? Possibly 
two different contaminated samples would be used. They will use what is available and what the 
PT would like to see used. Tony stated that IDW non-hazardous was available. He wanted to  
see the results of the demonstration prior to using any hazardous soils. Gerald stated that after 
the peer review other waste streams will be considered. 

Brian asked how would the recycled materials relieve owners liability? 
1. Chemical reactions will take place. 
2. Hazardous constituents will be separable from non-hazardous constituents. 
3. Leaching test will be run. 
4. Will produce a viable product. 

Gerald stated that owners liability would end when aggregate has been produced. 



Tony asked if the facility would be a TSD? As a recycier, the process drops out of the 
regulations. This is theoreticd and will depend on the results of the demonstration phase in 
Oregon. An ASME study involved hazardous waste incinerator ash. This passed all tests. Naval 
Base waste is expected to be less of a problem. 

Doyle stated that Bldg 9 was smail and old with very little storage capacity. Could it be 
satisfactorily used? They would like to use the entire building. The furnaces were installed by 
Whitney industries which could be modified. The air emissions system would be the biggest 
modification. 

Doyle anticipates an air, water and hazardous waste (RCRA) permit will be required. By 
definition this process is treatment. Permits won't come quick or easy. 

Joe asked if anyone else had seen the film on in-situ vitrification. This is available commercially. 

It was finailv restressed that this is only a demonstration using contaminated non-hazardous soils. 

Tony provided the definition of "specid waste" per Harold Seabroo ke (DHEC) as it pertains to 
IDW: 

Special waste should not be used on non-hazardous soil. This is a regulated waste with 
special properties that need to be controlled (ie chemicais that are not in the regulation but are 
controlled because of toxicity). 

IDW non-hazardous soiis are above background but not characterized as hazardous. 

When can these soils be placed back on the ground? Need to develop the background for 
organics. How? Based on some common frequency of sampling. Ensafe has been requested to 
review the data base to  provide a statistical recommendation. 

What are options for disposal of non-hazardous IDW or remedial non-hazardous waste? 
1. Use as fill at aquarium site (per Kevin 6 months to a year prior to need). Tony's 

concerns are with the future liabiIities. Even if the State approved of this option the Navy 
maintains a liability. 

2. Us as a cover on a municipal land fill. 

Doyle asked if anyone had looked at the EPA SOP on how to dispose of D W .  Doyle was 
concerned that we are wasting a lot of money. There may be a cheaper way and still comply with 
Federal and State regulations. Doyle is concerned that we are inventing new regulations. Thinks 
that the State uses EPA SOP. Fred Sioan will be in Charleston on 8/26 and this should be 
reviewed with him. 

Action to compare the State and EPA SOPS for IDW current practices at Naval Base 
Charleston. Action: Tony RCD 8/26. 



Action to review Comprehensive RFI WP for use of "Special Waste" terminology. Action: 
TonyIJohnny RCD 9/10. 

RAB Critioue 

The PT provide the following obsenations from the August 13" RAB meeting: 

Tony stated that Jim Bryan, RDA chairman, was hrther concerned that Chicora tanks were not 
going to be totally removed. Felt that the presented option was just a bandaide - can't develop 
property. 

PLUS 
Tony offered compliment to State 
presentation on Chicora Tank Farm 
Addressed Chicora positively as a team prior 
to MI3 raising the question 
Honesty is good policy 
Ann did good job explaining 4 options 
Better of severai months 
Zone A presentation open and honest 
Chicora presentation went well (Ann clear on 
what happened and what happens next) 

a Community members did this was 
an option 
Daryle's mention of upcornins reports 

Cecile stated that Ann's discussion mentioned several times that Chicora discussion was a team 
decision. 

MINUS 
Inherent distrust of community by Navy 
Person not present at PT meeting should be 
updated before RAB 
RAB does not understand that Navy is still 
evaluating options. Possible problem. 

AOC 690 question not answered 
Zone A presentation should not be viewed as 
public notice. 

NO input from community subcommittees 
other than Navy 
25 members - positioning at meeting - hard 
to hear other end of table. Keep side 
conversations down. 

Important to brief members of PT who were not at the PT meeting. Poses concerns to 
community of Why is a team member asking questions of another team member? 

Next Project Team Meeting September 10" and 1 I' 
Team size and composition [la' day, 1 112 hours, decision, facilitator] 
Develop vision and mission statement [l" day, 2 hours, decision, facilitator]] 
Base condition of property map [I hour, decision, Daryle] 
CM Zone H WorkpIan [2 hours, decision, Tony] 
Fingerprinting PAHs in Sediments [ 1 hour, information, Tony] 
UXO status [1/2 hour, information, Brian] 
Addition of permits on project status sheets [1/2 hour, decision, Daryle] 
Update on Zone A (SWMU 39) status [ l  hour, information, Tony/Todd] 
Update on Fast Track [I hour, information, Paul] 



Fiscal year 1997 budget [ l  hour, information, Tony] 
IM status [ I  hour. decision, Brian] 

Note no community relations meeting on Tuesday 9/10. 

Recommended that lunch be ordered in on Tuesday to conserve time. 

Location to be determined by DaryIe. 
Leader: Todd or Tony 

Conference call 8/26 @ 1 :00 - 2:00. 

IM scoping meeting 9/9 after RDA meeting in Detachment office (Bldg 30) 

Ceciie's Wra~-uu 

+ Minutes - comments/changes should be provided at meeting and consensus obtained. 
It. Agenda - needs to have objectives. 
It. Absentees - how will proxy be handled. Needs to be addressed. 
4 How does PT view the BCT? Needs to be revisited/resolved. Keeps popping up. Maybe 

address in the October meeting. 
* Feels positive over what was accomplished. 

- very productive 
- hope team sees value (may seem like step backwards, but will be beneficial as resolution 

has been reached] 
- identified "root cause" by initiating discussion on IMs 
- will move forward 

.1. Conflict resolution training successful 

As usual, all had hn. However Cecile had the most hn knowing that she will be in San Francisco 
during the next meeting. 



Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
August 13 & 14,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

NAME - 
Tony Hunt 
Bo Camp 
Haves Patterson 
Brian Stochaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Todd Haverkost 
Kew! Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Dovle B r i m  
Paul Bergstrand 
Daryle Fontenot 
Paul Tomiczek 

ORGANIZATION 
SOUTHDN 
CSO 
s o m r v  
SOUTHDIV 
SCDHEC 
EIA&H 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDEfEC 
s 0 m I V  
Bechtei 

Cecile Lacey Galileo 
(ficilitator) 

Joe McCauley SOUTHDrV 
(Tier I1 link) 

PHONE 
(803) 820-5525 
(803) 743-9985 
(803) 820-5658 
(803) 820-748 1 
(803) 896-4 179 
(803) 884-0029 
(803) 743-6777 
(803) 743-282 1 
(404) 562-8549 
(803) 896-40 16 
(803) 820-5607 
(423) 220-2235 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 743-9947 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 856-0107 
(803) 743-94 13 
(803) 743 -0 174 
(404) 562-85 18 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 820-5563 
(423) 220-2748 



Action Items From August 13" and 14'' PT Meeting 

ASSIGNED TO 
Bobby 
Kevin 

Team 
Individuals on 
distribution 
TonyiTodd 

Team 
Team 
Brian 

Detachment 
DI3EC 
SOUTHDIV 
Team 

Tony 

TonyIJohnny 

ACTION 
1. Finalize 3uIv 2 PT meeting minutes. 
2. Coordinate with EOSD what "Due diligence" search for 

UXO is considered. 
3. Provide questions t o  Daryle for TV interview. 
4. Schedule pre-submittal review for Zone A RFI Report. 

5. Provide the response to State and EPA comments for 
Zone J RFI Workplan. 

6.  Provide agency review of PT membership. 
7. Reach consensus on PT membership. 
8. Provlde Tier I1 submittal package from other Tier I teams 

to all PT members. 
9. Detachment, DHEC and SOUTHDIV meet to decide 

fate of IMs for SWMUs 38,42 and 109. 

10. Provlde input to Paul's and Doyle's questions on "Fast 
Track". 

1 1. Compare EPA and DHEC SOP for IDW with current 
practices at Naval Base Charleston. 

12. Review Comprehensive RFI Workplan for use of 
terminology on special waste that is non-hazardous 
contaminated. 

ECD 
8/26/96 
9/10/96 

8/19/96 
9/3/96 

8/16/96 

9/10/96 
9/10/96 
8/28/96 

811 7/96 
atDHEC 

8/30/96 
to  Paul 
8/26/96 

9/10/96 
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Revision 1 

Naval Base Charleston 
Enviroomenlal Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
September 10 & 11,1996 

Lcadcr - Todd Haverkost 
Scribe - Robby Dearhart 

* l)uhnelm Cmfercnce Center @ Charlesion Air Force Base 

September 10, 1996 
8:00 - 8: 15 Introduction 

Revise Agenda 
8: 1 5 - 9:00 Prioritize Agenda 

Define Objectives of Meeting 
9:00 - 9: 15 lleview Minutes lrnd Action Items froin August Meeting 
9: 15 - 9:45 Review IM status (Decision) 
9:45 - 10:OO BIZ& 
10:OO - 12:00 Project Team Size and Composition (Decision) 

l 2 :OO Handout Project Status Sheet 
1200 - 12.30 Lunch [ordm in] 
12:30 - 1 :30 PreRAl3 Presmtatio~~ Preparation 
1:30 - 2:00 IJXO Stalus (Iilfbrm~on) 
200 - 3:00 SWMU 39 Update (Infonnhtion) 
3:00 - 3: 15 Break < ~d bpp~~*raed. nau* fXbd u? 

3 : 15 - 4:00 Project Status Sheet Review/ (Decision) 
Addition of Tenant P m i i s  

Septcnzher 11, 1YYG 
8:00 - 8:30 Post RAD Meetin8 Critique 
8:30 - 10:OO Develop Vision and Mission Statement 

10:OO - 10: 1 5 Break 
10: 1 5 - I 1 : 1 5 Fast mack Cleanup 
J 1 : 1 5 - 1200 FY 97 Budget 
12:OO - 1 :00 Lunch 
1.00 - I :30 Base Condition of Property Map 
1 :30 - 3 : 00 Zone H CMS Work Plan 
3:00 - 3: 15 Break 
3:  15 - 4:00 TPTJ as Cleanup C~ileria 
4:00 - 4: 15 Next Meetill~ 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Jians ad Parking Lot 
Set September Conference Call 

4; 15 - 4;30 Closeout and Wrap-up 

Todd llavcrko~t 

Todd I Javu)Ensl 

(Discus$ion/ m. LGC WAIIC 

Decision) Donna Kopcski 

(Decision) D ~ I C  YOU~CIW~ 

@eiGisioll) Tony 1-fw.11 

lk. Lcc WiUc 
Donna KO@ 





October 18, 1996 
NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON 

PROJECT TEAM 

From: Bobby Dearhart 

Subj: FINAL SEPTEMBER PT MEETING MINUTES 

Encl: Naval Base Charleston Cleanup Project Team Meeting m u t e s  for 
September 10 and 1 1, 1996 

1. Enclosed are the final minutes fiom the September loLh and 1 I", 1996, PT 
meeting. All comments that were received have been incorporated. 

BOBBY DEARHART 
SCRIBE 

Distribution: 
Dave Backus Hayes Patterson 
Paul Bergstrand Ann Ragan 
Doyle BI-ittain Brian Stockmaster 
Daryle Fontenot Johnny Tapia 
Todd Haverkost Pad Tomiczek 
Tony Hunt Kevin Tunstall 

Cecile Lacey 



Navai Base Charleston Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

September 10 and 11,1996 

List of attendees is attached. 

Tony opened the meeting . Dr. Lee Wille and Donna Kopeski fiom Galileo were 
introduced as the facilitators for Cecile who was enjoying San Francisco. 

Todd and Hayes were noted as not present. Dave was acting as Todd's proxy and Daryle 
was acting as Hayes' proxy. 

Tony read the ground rules. 

Revise Agenda 

Doyle requested time to provide follow-up of Aiken meeting held 913. Tony stated that 
he would issue rninutes by 9/13. 
Tony requested time to discuss the Vitrification presentation. 
Paul requested time for monitoring well approval discussion 

Times were reduced on the original agenda to include new items. Bobby noted that the 
afternoon of the first day was dedicated to RAE3 preparations. The following agenda 
changes were made to make time for new items: 

- move TPH discussion as cleanup criteria to IM status 
- compress PT size and composition allotment 

Meeting Obiectives 

IM Status - Doyle asked how much of the budget was being used? How much do we 
have and can we do more with it? What is the budget for the DET, how 
much has been spent and how much is left to work with? 

Brian will add 3 UXO sites to M s .  

Project Team Size and Composition - Determine and obtain consensus on appropriate PT 
composition and size. 

TPH Cleanup Criteria -Decision on what criteria will be used. 

The following general cornrnents/requests were made: 
Bobby passed out the final minutes for the July PT meeting and DraR minutes for 

the August PT meeting and requested review comments ASAP. 



Tony asked if there was anything others could do to help prepare the minutes. 
Bobby responded not that was known that it just takes time. Tony requested that the 
actions be issued earlier so members could respond. Bobby agreed. 

Tony passed around the old PT member address sheet and asked everyone to 
verify the information and also provide electronic mail addresses if available. 

Action Items fiom August PT Meeting 

Status of the action items listed in the August meeting minutes were provided as follows: 

ACTION FROM AUGUST PT MEETING 
1. Finalize July 2 PT meeting minutes. 

2. Coordinate with EOSD what "Due 
diligence" search for UXO is considered. 

3 .  Provide questions to Daryle for TV 
interview. 

4. ScheduIe pre-submittal review for Zone A 
RFI Report. 

5. Provide the response to State and EPA 
comments for Zone J RFI Workplan. 

6. Provide agency review of PT membership. 

7. Reach consensus on PT membership. 
8. Provide Tier I1 submittal package fiom other 

Tier I teams to ail PT members. 
9. Detachment, DKEC and SOUTHDIV meet 

to decide fate of IMs for SWMUs 38,42 
and 109. 

10. Provide input to Paul's and Doyle's 
questions on "Fast Track. 

11. Compare EPA and DHEC SOP for IDW 
with current practices at Naval Base 
Charleston. 

STATUS 
Action complete. Final minutes were 
distributed. 
Action complete. Proposal was provided to 
SOUTHDIV for review to submit to State. 
Action complete. Show was taped 8/26/96 and 
televised 9/1/96. Interview was reported as 
good and TV 2 wants to visit the Base and see 
sites. 
Action complete. 

Action complete. SOUTHDIV submitted. 
EPA had not received. Tony will track down 
and ensure EPA gets copy. 
Action complete. PT membership is on the 
agenda for decision. 
Action wiIl be completed 9/10 at PT meeting. 
Action complete. 

Meeting complete 8/17. DET proceeding with 
resolution of comments on SWMU 38 and 42. 
SWMU 109 will be reviewed for process 
closure. 
Action complete. Comments were slow in 
arriving. On the agenda for 9/11. 
Partially complete. The State does not have a 
SOP. In a letter to Tony from David Walton 
(former State rep to PT) explained what the 
State uses. Doyle was also not aware of any 
EPA SOP. Fred Sloan was to become involved 
during his visit to the Base. The issue is can 
IDW be placed back on the ground? This will 



M Status 

12. Review Comprehensive RFI Workpian for 
use of terminology on special waste that is 
non-hazardous contaminated. 

Brian gave the following status: 
4 Coal Field (SWMU 44) and the Abrasive Blast Area (SWMU 54) are basically 

complete. 
b The Hobby Shop (AOC 653) has been excavated. Now chasing TPH. This will 

be discussed during the TPH as cleanup criteria. 
r Former Storage Bldg 665 (SWMU 159) almost complete pending confirmatory 

sampIing. 

continue to be reviewed. 
Action complete. The question is "Special 
Waste" correct? The Comprehensive RFf WP 
does not use the terminology. After discussion 
agreed that the Comprehensive RFI WP is 
satisfactory as is. 

The following sites are no longer IMs: 
a Bldg 9 Foundry (SWMSJ 83) has been changed to a process closure. 
r Former Plating Shop Bldg 44 (SWMU 25) will be demolished. This has been 

determined satisfactory as long as soils are not disturbed. Ann emphasized that 
if asbestos is involved that a notification was required and that asbestos roofing 
requires special licensing. Johnny still needs a letter from SOUTmIV 
addressing this issue since Bldg 44 is part of a SWMU. Any change to a 
SWMU requires notification to the State. The State is mainly concerned with 
how the debris will be disposed. Doyle has previously provided EPA guidance 
on disposal of contaminated construction debris. 

The following overview of the budget was provided: 
a hnds were set aside for DET use based on 6 months of work 
r attempted to identify as much work as possible early 
4 hnds spent will be somewhat less than $7.5M budget 
r = 24 IMs were identified but are only working 5 in the field 
r difficult for SOUTHDIV to say how much has been spent. Bobby will provide 

cost data. 
r Kevin stated that the allocations were more important and how it was divided. 

Doyle stated that the last couple of years information on the budget was separate fiom the 
DET. Decisions were made on how the money was to be spent. He was not aware if that 
information was being provided on the DET - How much money is available, when will it 
be available, how much money was spent, how much is left, what are we going to do with 
it? If money is left in the budget and we are not pushing work then the PT is not doing its 
job. 



Tony stated that there was $7.5M in the budget for the DET from 2 April to 30 
September 1996. Doyle asked if money is made available next FY, will the money not 
spent this FY be lost (ie FY 97 budget reduced)? Tony replied yes. 

Action for the PT to determine how to spend the remainder of the S7.5M before 1 
October. ECD 9/18/96. Bobby will provide the data on how much has been spent and 
how much remains. 

UXO: 
Only one UXO site (AOC 503) was identified as an IM. Brian wanted to  submit LIXO 
sites AOC 500, AOC 501 and AOC 502 [all water borne] as candidate IMs. All four sites 
are being reviewed for the investigative approach to be submitted to the State. AOC 503 
will be a specific WP while the remaining three will address the work approach. The 
water borne UXO are very difficult and require using greater expertise. Also the land 
based UXO have a higher probability of being found. 

Johnny asked when would the letter be submitted to the State? Kevin responded NLT 
September 2 0 ~ .  The WP will cover AOC 503 and an approach will be provided for AOCs 
500, 501 and 502. Johnny stated that enough detail must be provided so the State is 
comfortable with the approach. 

The major concerns deal with how the Navy wiil approach the search and removal of the 
UXO. Navy policy covers search and disposal and RCRA covers any releases from the 
UXO. The question was posed should the search and removal of the UXO be an IM? 

Doyle stated that not finding the UXO was a bigger concern than finding it. If not found 
how will it be addressed? Need to ensure that a "due diIigence7' search is performed. 
Bottom line is property transfer - if found and removed, no problem; if not found, deed 
restrictions. The CNCRA has similar concerns other the ability to develop the property if 
UXO is not found. A recommendation was made that the PT needed to  agree on what 
"due diligence" is considered. 

Lee observed that the State was interested in: 
- qualifications to accomplish work 
- scope of the search 
- means and technology 

The State is interested in the variables. 

Bobby questioned what the State really wants? Is there anybody at the State who is 
qualified as an expect on locating and disposal of UXO? The PT has been discussing 
UXO for 3 years and we still haven't reached agreement on what needs to be done. Kevin 
stated that the approaches discussed are fiom experts who do this type of work. We are 
not really sure of what needs to be in the WP and what a WP will accomplish. 



Ann stated that a cover letter on the contractors approach document should be adequate 
for the State. The State wants to be sure the approach is adequate to determine what is 
being accomplished and that it will meet the requirements of "due diligence". 

Consensus was provided that four sites will have an approach prwided and that the PT 
will agree on it meeting "due diligence" for the search. This will be an IM. ECD 
9/20/96. 

TPH Cleanup Criteria 

Brian defined the question as petroleum contaminated sites are using TPH as cleanup 
criteria. The State UST program uses other guidelines since chasing TPH may not 
accomplish the goals and does not indicate risk. The question is can constituent analysis 
be used as cleanup criteria at petroleum contaminated RCRA sites vice TPH? 

Johnny asked what is being proposed to be used? Brian stated the UST guidelines. UST 
program has specific guidelines based on soil depth and ground water level. Daryle added 
that the UST program examines constituents such as BTEX and naphthalene. The Navy 
proposes to use the hels and waste oils as defined in the State document "Soil and 
Ground Water Remediation Guidance". Doyle recommended that TPH be used as an 
indicator, but specific constituents be used for cleanup criteria. 

Johnny agreed that the BTEX/naphthalene guidance should be used based on what the 
reported release is. TPH should be used as a screening tool. Paul recommended that the 
guidance document criteria be adopted. 

Doyle emphasized that if the soil has PCB or RCRA contaminants then the applicable 
(RCRAfTSCA) regulations would apply. Kevin pointed out that an example that we are 
dealing with now is the Hobby Shop (AOC 653). We are using TPH as the requirement 
but there are also lead and BEQs. The question stiii is %hat level do we go with the TPH 
for excavation? 

Consensus passed that TPH levels would not be the "driver" in cleanup of RCRA sites, 
but TPH may be used as a screening mechanism 

Consensus passed to use components on page 8, fast paragraph of the State "Soil/ 
Ground- Water Remediation Guidance" document dated March 3,1996, and applicable 
regulatory limits to determine appropriate cleanup standards. 

Paul emphasized that TPH may still be required by the State for disposal. Kevin agreed 
and stated that TPH > 100 ppm required a letter to the State for disposal. 



PT Size and Composition 

The PT members had action from the August meeting to provide recommendations fkorn 
their respective agencies on who should be represented on the PT. 

The following list of present members is edited to reflect input from the PT members: 

SOUTHDIV - Daryle, Brian, Tony, Hayes, Be, €&be (see note below) 
Detachment - Bobby, Kevin 
Bechtel - Pad (see note below) 
Ensafe - Todd, Dave 
EPA - Doyle 
DHEC - Johnny, Paul 

Ann - on Tier 11. Tasked as knowing what is going on as well as 
what is happening with the public. Would like to stay on as the 
Tier I1 link vice Joe McCauley. 

Note: Paul, Hayes, Bo, and Gabe would move fiom Active team to Inactive team 
members. They would receive minutes, come as requested, and also attend 3 - 4 
times per year to keep up with what is happening. 

Bobby emphasized the note on the recommended Tier I PT member handout fiom August 
that states "Team members should provide an added value to the team if they are to be 
effective members". 

Consensus was tested and passed with three "can live with it". The PT agreed to try and 
address the concerns and continue discussion. Input was obtained as to is the PT moving 
forward with the composition. 

Kevin - Each agency should have a single vote based on input from that agencies' 
members. There should be some type of chain of command - one agency, one vote. 

Paul T.- Agrees with Kevin. Discussions should be everyone from a single agency but 
each agency should have a single vote. 

Lee interjected that teams don't vote, they poll. Voting ailows the majority to win, where 
polling provides agreement among all. 

Brian - Value added must be considered. Feels that the size and composition can be cut. 
One vote per agency does not necessarily add value. 

Tony - Consensus polling should be fiom individuaIs that are knowledgeable. 

Johnny - Every member should have polling rights. There are three State members all 
with different responsibilities and knowledge. 



Ann - Doesn't see this as an issue. Members should represent the team and the agency. 

Paul T. - Agree with everything that has been said. Decisions should not be by majority, 
but by consensus. If decisions are made by weighted voting, an agency could skew the 
outcome. 

Bobby - Doesn't make a difference. Each member should have polling rights. We need to 
working as a team and decisions should be made based on this. 

Kevin - Original comment didn't mean only one vote per agency. Intent was that the 
agency provide a unified front. 

Doyle - We have eliminated several from the original list of members. Can live with the 
new list but would rather have too many members than not enough. Decisions should be 
by consensus. Agencies should take off their hats. Agency disagreements are good and 
provoke discussion. Basically, members should take off agency hats, put on team hats, 
and do what is right. 

Bo - Not an issue. 

Daryle - Not an issue. 

Paul B. - Team should work for consensus for success in cleaning up the base. 

Ann - The PT may be getting into an inappropriate area trying to dictate who agencies 
shouId have on the team. It was agreed that each agency should send who they need. 

The following was presented as the PT membership: 
Full-time 
SOUTHDIV - Daryle, Brian, Tony 
Detachment - Bobby, Kevin 
DHEC - Johnny, Paul, Ann 
EPA - Doyle 
Ensafe - Dave, Todd 

Part-time (receive minuteslattend as needed) 
SOUTHDIV - Bo, Hayes, Gabe 
Bechtel - Paul 

Consensuspassed on above PT membership with three "can live with it". 



Pre-RAB Presentation Pre~aration 

Daryle passed out the agenda for the RAB meeting, and went over RAB concerns and 
subcommittee reports. 

Environmental Cleanup Progress: 

Chicora Tank Farm - Daryle discussed the article in the Post Courier on Chicora Tank 
Farm. 

The following status was provided: 
- Trying for 30 September meeting with DHEC 
- Awaiting an award for the contract 
- Contract is to reviselrefine costs on the different proposals 

There was concern expressed that the community sees that commitments have been made 
that partial demolition of the tanks a b e  accomplished. Ann will briefly go over Chicora 
again and stress that options are still being reviewed. Still need to be concerned about 
CNCRA issue that this is a bandaide and will not be able to transferldevelop the property. 

SWMU 39 - Need to present this to the RAB. The following was discussed: 
- Todd would do presentation 
- Daryle will handle discussion of the plume communication to  the public 
- Plume will be the last issue to present 

Doyle was not in agreement that Todd should present this. Also recommended that the 
word "problem" not be used since people focus in on this. 

Ann asked who would be better to present this issue. Doyle stated that it is a Navy 
problem, Navy should present. However, there is a creditability problem, therefore Doyle 
felt that DHEC or EPA should do it. As a note, Elmer Aiken (EPA risk assessment) is on 
standby to review any data. 

Need to also speak to contamination corning onto base. Tony is not in agreement until the 
Navy has discussed this with Hess Oil. Feels we should just stick with the facts that there 
is free product in the wells at SWMU 39. Decided that Hess Oil should be notified since 
the potential for contaminants coming onto the base would be discussed. Jim Beltz and 
Steve Beverly of SOUTHDIV will make this contact. 

Todd stated that additional wells will be installed along the boundary. Direct push will be 
used to detect the clay layer. Looking at using direct push on city right of ways outside of 
fence. It was agreed that a fact sheet should be developed to let the community know 
what is happening and that the Mayor of North Charleston should be briefed before the 
RAB. Daryle, Paul and Jim Beltz briefed the mayor. A copy of the fact sheet is attached. 



The PT considers that a public meeting should not be held, and that the fact sheet would 
be passed out door to door. This should answer most of the questions. 

Daryle has action to determine if a public meeting will be held based on the meeting 
with the Mayor of North Charleston. ECD 9/11/96. 

Tenant Permits on Project Status Sheet - 

The question posed should tenant permits be placed on the Project Status Sheet? Tony 
stated that tenant permits are handled through the CNCRA. Not sure what involvement 
CSO has. Doyle stated even though the permits don't belong to the Navy, the Navy has 
liability as long as the Navy owns the property. 

Daryle has action to add discussion of tenant permits on the next CNCRA meeting 
agenda. ECD 10/8/96. 

Consensus was given not to put tenant permits on the Project Status Sheet 

Tony has action to talk with DHEC on the status of existing Navy permits. ECD 
9/17/96. 

UXO Status - 
Brian asked if UXO should be brought up at the RAB meeting? Doyle recommends to 
bring it up gradually through the IM updates. Brian will present the IM update to the 
RAB . 

Consensus provided to bring up addition of UXO sites with the IM status and give a 
general idea of what is being done. 

Monitoring Wells 

Paul requested that as much time as possible be given in requesting monitoring well 
installation permits. Also noted that the DHEC district office requires 48 hour notice 
prior to installation. Todd acknowledged this concern and stated it is now under control. 

Follow-up of Aiken Meeting Items 

Doyle brought up several items of concern from the September 3 Aiken meeting. These 
concerns centered around meeting the CAMP schedules and working to  identify problems 
before they occur. Doyle stated that the next regulatory date missed, the Navy would 
receive a "Warning Letter". The second regulatory date missed would result in an 
"Enforcement Action". Johnny stated that not meeting CAMP dates is grounds for an 
enforcement action. 



Post RAB Critique 

The PT provided the following obsewations from the September 10" RAB meeting: 

Jim Beltz stated concern that the PT members were not readily recognized on the RAB . It 
might be advantageous for the PT to sit together. AIso concerned that all questions are 
not being addressed. 

PLUS 
Ann was effective on Chicora 
Open and dealt with the facts 
RAB now has our information 
No speculations 
RAE3 supported PT in front of news media 
Unified front to RAB; they came on board 
Ann and Todd did a good job 
RAB acted as a unit 
Tony wasn't there 
Stuck to plan 
Daryle was effective on TV 
Everybody presented well 
Seeking RAB help worked we11 
Fact Sheet went as planned 

Doyle and Ann consider it important that the PT members mix and mingle, and shouldn't 
be pointed out as something special. 

m s  
SWMU 39 went too long 
News media may create problem 
RAB members didn't want to help 
Didn't specify how the RAB could help 
Had a big issue and didn't have time to 
prepare (suggest moving PT meeting to 
Monday and Tuesday) 
Name a spokesperson for group before the 
meeting 
Determine way to keep Daryie off TV 
(DaryIe comment) 
Didn't anticipate TV coverage 
Need better visual aids 
This became a priority issue at the RAB 
(ie not identified as top priority at PT 
meeting) 
BCT shouid sit together at the table to 
negate any impression of non-cohesiveness 
Didn't answer concerns on leaving hazardous 
waste behind (did we sample under tanks) 

Need to get community leaders involved 
prior to RAB meeting 
Distinguish between hazardous material and 
hazardous waste 
Be sensitive to impact of word choice 
Consider use of moderator 
Hand out only accurate information 
(ie Project Status Sheet) 
Didn't anticipate how important new wells 
would become 



Many questions were posed on Chicora Tank Farm. The foIlowing actions resulted: 
Wayne Cotton will provide discussion at meeting with State. ECD 9/30/96. 
PT will make the presentation at RAB. ECD 10/7/96. 

The following were suggested as ways to improve RAB presentations: 
Use flip charts for lists and similar presentations 
Use flip chart to structure RAB input 
PT meeting on Monday and Tuesday 
Make more effective use of other visual aids 

a Think about audio/visual tools during conference call 
Have government persomei present data 
Remember to keep presentations simple 
Consider RAE3 training needs 
Consider knowledge RAB needs to understand presentations 

a Daryle will be PT media spokesperson 
Have Jim and Diane at Pre-RAB meetings 
Define need for RAB assistance very specifically 

FY 97 Budget 

Tony presented an overview of the number of projects in FY96, FY97 and FY98, and a 
comparison of the hnds  available. 

$P - Projects available 
$C - Projects to meet CAMP 
$A - Funding available 

ie - for $P FY96 small # of projects 
FY97 more projects but stil! small 
FY98 Iarger # of projects 



Tony provided a handout showing the projects identified for FY97 and the projected 
funding levels. Tony explained the handout. 

Bobby asked if the FY97 inciuded $1 8M for the DET? Bobby also asked if this included 
the roll over hnds from FY96? Tony responded that it did not include a total of $1 8M for 
the DET, and that the roil over hnds  will be included as part of the FY97 budget. 

Bobby explained that NAVFAC had directed SOUTHDIV to h n d  the DET at $7.5M for 
FY96 and $18M for FY97. This was an agreement between NAVFAC and NAVSEA. 
Bobby asked how high up the SOUTHDIV chain of command has this decision be passed? 
Tony stated that these were his figures and have been passed to Cdr Berotti. 

Doyle asked if the remaining FY96 funds were going to be lost? Tony said that they 
would roll over to the FY97 budget but that the overall knds  for FY96 and FY 97 wouid 
be reduced. Doyle stated that EPA was not in agreement with losing any hnds. Tony 
stated that the work has not been identified. 

Doyle asked how much is it costing CSO to maintain the Base? Daryle stated 
approximately $20M per year. Doyle stated that it would be economically more beneficial 
to spend the money to cleanup the Base faster to turn property over and cut the cost of 
maintaining property. Doyle stated that he (EPA) wanted all of the FY96 fbnds 
committed so it would not be lost. Doyle questioned how much had not been committed? 
Bobby stated approximateiy $2.1M. 

Action for PT to meet Tuesday and Wednesday (9/17 and 9/18) at Ensafe to identify 
$2.1M of work to prevent lost of funds. ECD 9/17/96 

Kevin discussed the States problem with time required to review all documents which 
have been submitted to them on Naval Base Charleston. IM submittals are going to 
require time aIso and will not allow field work to begin until after IMs are reviewed and 
approved. Kevin made the foI1owing proposal to help expedite the IM process: 

Detail scope of IM 
Prepare IM workplan and submit to regulators for information 
Provide final detail report to State with results of IM 

This proposal is based on no requirement to submit and obtain approval from the State on 
IM workplans. The State must agree on candidate IM but not the actual workplan. A 
final report is required to be provided by the Navy to the State with information on what 
was accomplished. 

Johnny stated that the State is very concerned with waste disposal. The workplans must 
address all of the State's concerns. 



Bobby recommended that the State's concerns including waste disposal could be 
addressed in a letter which submitted the workplan for information. Johnny stated that he 
would like to see the workplan. Johnny has talked to John Litton (his supervisor) and has 
received agreement that a go ahead could be given without approval. This would allow an 
IM to go to the field much quicker without the final approval of the workplan. 

This item has not been fully reviewed and will be hrther discussed in future meetings. 

September Conference Call 

It was agreed that a September conference call was not necessary 

Next PT Meetinq 

th th October 7 , 8  and 9h, 1996 Leader: Todd 

October 7' 10:OO - 12130 Pre-RAB Discussion 
3:30 - 8:OO IM Scoping 

October 8~ 8:00 - 3:30 PT Meeting 

0c tober9~  8:OO-1:00* PT Meeting 

* PT meeting may go long if necessary 

PT agenda items: 
Mission and Vision Statement 
Corrective Measures Study Procedure 
Fast Track Cleanup 
Methods for Cleanup Evaluation 
Academia Involvement 
Base Condition of Property Map 
MBTI Results 
97 Project Execution 
DRMO Status 

NBC Bldg 30 
NBC Bldg 30 

NRRC 

Project Team has action to review the Cecil Field Vision and Mission, and the EPA 
guidance on Methods for Cleanup Evaluation prior to next meeting. ECD 10/8/96 



Lee's Wrap-up 

Conflict - using a hammer undermines PT 
At Hilton Head team had substantial problems 
Since Hilton Head tremendous progress 
90% time very effective 
Positive input and participation 

Meeting was adjourned until October. 



Action Items From Sevtember loth and llth PT Meeting 



NAME 
Tony Hunt 
Bo Camp 
Ann Ragan 
Brian Stockmaster 
J o h v  Tapia 
Todd Haverkost 
Kevin Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Doyle Brimin 
Paul Bergstrand 
Daryie Fontenot 
Paul Tomiczek 
Dave Backus 

Lee Wille 
Donna Kopesh 

Joe McCauley 

Jim Beltz 

Bill Hill 

Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
September 10 and 11,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

ORGANIZATION 
SOUTHDIV 
CSO 
SCDHEC 
SOUTHDIV 
SCDHEC 
ElA&H 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 
SOUTHDIV 
Bechtel 
E/A&H 

Galileo 
(facilitator) 

PHONE 
(803) 820-5525 

SOUTHDIV (803) 820-5500 
(Tier II link) 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 





Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
October 8 and 9, 1996 

Leader - Todd Haverkost 
Scribe - Bobby Dearhart 

* Naval Reserve Readiness Center @ Clmunitls Industrial Park on Lee& Avenue 

October 8, 19% 
8:o-9:m Introduction Todd Haverko~t 

Revise Agenda 
Prioritize Agenda 
Define Objectives of Meeting 

9:00 - 9:30 Review Minutes and Action Items from September  odd 
Haverkost 

Meeting 
9:30 - 9:45 Break 
9:45 - 12:OO Mission and Vision Statement (Decision) cede 

LPccy 
12:00 - 1;00 Lunch 
1 :00 - 1 :30 Pre-RAB Finalization (Information) ~ o d a  

Haverkost 

1:30 - 3:30 Corrective Measures Study Procedure (Decision) Johnny Tapir/ 

to Present to RAB Tony ~ u n t /  
Todd Haverkoat 

October 9, 19% 
8:00 - 8:30 Post RAB Meeting Critique  odd ~aver~colit 
8:30 - 10:OO Fast Track Cleanup (Information) ~ ~ u l  ~ ~ r p m d  
10:00 - 10:15 Break 
10:15 - 10:45 Methods for Cleanup Evaluation (Infoorman'on) ~ r i a n  

stocknlastcr 
10:45 - 11:15 XM Status (3 .nfm'on)   rim 

Stockmaster 
11:15 - 12:OO Academia Involvement (Decision) T O ~ Y  ~ ~ n t  

12:OO - 1:OO Lunch 
1:00 - 2:00 Base Condition of Property Map (Decision) D W ~ O  ~0n-t 

2:00 - 3:00 Status of BCT (Discussion) ce~ils h y  

3:W-3:15 Break 
3:15 -3:30 NextMeethg Todd Haverlrost 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Items and Parking Lot 
Set September Conference Call 

3:30 - 4:00 Close-out and Wrap-up 



Revision 1 

Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
October 8 and 9,1996 

Leader - Todd Haverkost 
Scribe - Bobby Dearhart 

* NNav Reserve Readiness Center @ Cummins Industrial Park on Leeds Avenue 

October 8, 1996 
8:00 - 9:00 Introduction Todd Haverkost 

Revise Agenda 
Prioritize Agenda 
Define Objectives of Meeting 

9:00 - 9:30 Review Minutes and Action Items from September  odd Haverkost 

Meeting 
9:30 - 9:45 Break 
9:45 - 12:00 Mission and Vision Statement Pecision) CeciIe Lacey 

12:OO - 1 :00 Lunch 
1 100 - 1 :30 Pre-RAB Finalization flnfurmation) Todd Haverkost 

1 :30 - 2:3 0 Corrective Measures Study C 3 (Discussion) Tony Hunt/ 
Todd Haverkost 

2:30 - 3:3 0 Base Condition of Property Map Pecision) Daryle Fontenot 

October 9, 1996 
8:00 - 8:30 Post RAB Meeting Critique 
8:30 - 10:OO Fast Track Cleanup 
10:OO - 10:15 Break 
10: 15 - 10:45 Methods for Cleanup Evaluation 
10:45 - 11:15 IMStatus 
1 1 : 15 - 12:00 Academia Involvement 
12:OO - 1 :00 Lunch 
1.00 - 2:00 Status of BCT 
2:00 - 2: 15 Break 
2:15-2130 NextMeeting 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Items and Parking Lot 
Set September Conference Call 

2:30 - 3:00 Close-out and Wrap-up 

Todd Haverkost 

(irnfurmation) Paul Bergstrand 

(irnf~rmation) Brian Stockmaster 

(7nfomtation) Brian Stockmaster 

fDe~i~i0Ti) Tony Hunt 

(Dzscuss~on) Cecile Lacey 

Todd Haverkost 

Cecile Lacey 



CNAV PT Process Meeting 22,23, (24) October 1996 

Unofficial Agenda 

Tuesday, 22 October 
10:OO am Meeting Begins 

Welcome 
MBTI; Should the PT use this.- Decision Paul 
Technical Issues; ECO Risk Assessment.- Doyle 
Vitrification; Explain to RDA long term process? Discussion Paul 

12:00 Lunch @ Andy's Deli on 7260 Parklane Road (1 hour) 
Mission, Vision and Goals 
Other Topics? i3&? AESI-R~~~CT 

590  pm Meetng Ends BcT i ? ~ i . ~ s  4 

6:30 pm Dinner @ Columbia Brewing Company on 93 1 Senate Street 

- 
Wednesday, 23 October 

8:00 am Meeting Begins 
Process Review 
ERMA Letter 
* 

12:OO Lunch @ Little Pigs on Alpine (1 hour) 
Process Review 
* ~ F L  - d M.43 ST*T& 5 c l S ~ b d I ~  

* <Lo-3 3q 

5:00 pm Meeting Ends 
6:3 0 pm Dinner 

Thursday, 24 October (optional) 
- 

8:00 am Meeting Begins 
Process Review 
* 
* 

1 1 :30 Lunch (1 hour) 
Wrap Up 

2:OOpm Meeting Ends 
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Tony Hunt Kevin Tunstall 

Cecile Lacey 



Naval Base Charleston Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

October 8 and 9,1996 

List of attendees is attached. 

Todd opened the meeting. Cecile read the ground rules. 

Bobby passed out the final August PT meeting minutes and the Draft September PT meeting 
minutes. Review of the September minutes were requested to be completed by 1011 8. 

Review of Parking Lot From 9/10 & 911 1 and Agenda Changes 

The following were left on the September Parking Lot: 
(items marked through were considered complete by the PT and needed no additional discussion) 

- Results of PT comments on Fast Track with an action plan 
- Zones D, F, and G preliminary results 
- 
- 

- Distribution of background organics technical memorandum and schedule a 
discussion 

The following changes were made to the agenda: 
- Add Conflict Resolution to 10/8 
- Move Base Condition of Property Map, Zones D, F and G Preliminary Results, 
Mission and Vision Statement, and Fast Track to 1019. 

- Place BCT Status on Parking Lot and reduce time for Academia Involvement 

In reviewing the September minutes, Brian asked if the UST guidance for TPH could be 
incorporated now at IM sites that are in progress? Johnny replied yes that the guidance could be 
used now, but a letter must be sent to the State stating that the UST guidance will be used from 
now on as the new approach for the IMs at petroleum contaminated sites. 

Ann asked the PT if John Litton (DHEC manager on Tier 11) could sit in the meeting on 10/9. 
Consensus passed 



Action Items from September PT Meeting 

Status of the action items listed in the September meeting minutes was provided as follows: 

Action 15 - Permits were discussed at the 1017 RDA meeting. RDA does not have the ability to  
track permits. Lease restrictions are not adequate to enforce the permit requirements. CSO also 
does not have the manpower to enforce. Companies are trying to push DHEC to issue permits. 
RDA is responsible to ensure leasees obtain proper permits for operation. Brian asked whose 
liability? Ann stated that it could be the Navy's as owner. Doyle stated that the Navy shares 
liability as long as they own the property. 

ACTION FROM SEPTEMBER PT 
MEETING 

1 . Brief the Mayor of North Charleston on 
SWMU 39 

2.  Meeting on Chicora Tank Farm status with 
State 

3 .  Presentation to PT on Chicora Tank Farm 
status for RAB 

4. Contact Lillian Mood for assistance with PT 
communication with the public 

5. Propose date for IM site visit 

6. Provide CMS presentation 
7. Review CMS guidance document for 

discussion 
8. Determine if public meeting will be held 

concerning SWMU 3 9 
9. Propose CMS site groupings 
10. Review Condition of Property maps for 

comment 
1 1 .  Review EPA guidance (23 01C2-89-C42) on 

Cleanup Standards 
12 Provide copies of EPA guidance 

(230lC2-89-C42) CIeanup Standards to 
team members 

13. Review Cecile Field Mission and Vision 
document 

14. Review Corrective Action Plan ?????? 

IS. Add discussion of permits to October RDA 
meeting 

16. CSO talk to DHEC on status of existing 
Navy permits 

STATUS 

Action completed 911 0 

Reschedule until after 1011 1. Meeting 
delayed until A E  contract award 
Completed 1017 during Pre-RAB meeting 

Complete. Will meet with PT if requested. 

Complete. Tentative dates are 10128, 10129, 
1 013 0 
Reschedule to November PT meeting. 
To be discussed on 1019 

Complete. Public meeting held 9/26. 

Complete. To be discussed 1019. 
Scheduled for review 1019. 

Scheduled for 1019. 

Complete. 

Scheduled for 1019. 

Deleted. Considered covered in Action Item 
7. 
Complete. See discussion below. 

CSO was contacted. CSO has not discussed 
with DHEC. A new action added for 
November. 



Conflict Resolution 

Cecile made an observation that the PT was obviously going through several conflicts and 
considered it important to  the PT that these issues are resolved prior to the PT being able to move 
forward. The PT agreed to work on resolutions. 

Cecile reviewed Conflict Resolution with the PT: 

There are three basic forms of conflict: 
(1) Goals Conflicts 

- Parties have incompatible goals. 
- Each party's goals threaten goals of the other. 
Resolution: Reconcile the ambitions of the parties. 

(2) Jud~ment Conflicts 
- Parties differ over factual or empirical issues. 
- Parties agree on the goal but not on how to attain it. 
Resolution: Combine information and insights to form a conclusion that meets the needs 

of both parties. 

(3) Normative Conflicts 
- One party evaluates the other on the basis of how helshe should behave. 
- Plays to our notion ofjustice, equity and values. 
- Triggers emotional reactions of blame and anger. 
Resolution; May require an apology from the violating party. 

Goals Conflicts and Judgmental Conflicts can be handled in a team type atmosphere. Normative 
Conflicts are not team issues and should be resolved outside of the team. 

Assertiveness Scale 

Competing 

Avoiding Accommodating 

High 

Assertiveness 

Low 

Low 

Cooperativeness 

A 

High 



+ Avoiding - Nothing is happening 
+ Accommodating - "Fine - do it" may work short term. Satisfy other person at expense 

of own. 
+ Competing - This is the way is s got to be. 

No consideration of other person's concerns. 
Own concerns - nobody else's 

+ Compromising - Balance - all concerns not satisfied. 
+ Collaborating - BEST - Both sides agree on the problem. 

There is cooperation to listen to the other side. 
All facts are presented by both sides. 
Satisfies concerns of both parties. 

Cecile considers the PT may be at the LOW corner of the Assertiveness Chart. Several members 
of the PT have identified conflicts. A "Ground Rules for Conflict Resolution" was handed out. 

Cecile continued that the PT was still young with different personalities and different 
responsibilities. These were all put together suddenly with "here's your goal". 

There are four stages in team building - 
4 Forming 
+ Storming 
+ Norming 
+ Performing 

The PT has been through the "Forming" stage and now is in the "Storming" stage. With the 
identified problems the PT must go through a Conflict Resolution. Everyone must be honest and 
not talk around issues. 

Is there a single conflict that can be addressed? The PT members provided the following 
conflicts: 

- Meddling from Tier I1 or above 
- Lack of trust of PT by Tier I1 
- Problem setting schedules and sticking to them 
- Team does not benefit from learning curve; repeat mistakes 
- Lack of clear goal 
- Resort to personal attacks versus resolving the issues 
- Disconnect between Partnering and compliance/enforcement 
- Threat of an enforcement action 
- All team members do not own the products 
- Last PT meeting comments from Doyle regarding not meeting schedules with possible 
enforcement action 

- Repetitive comments on documents 
- Use of PT's time: 

Too much wasted time 
Issues raised that do not affect team as a whole 

- PT needs to be more work oriented 
- PT members not bringing issues to the PT 



- Too much process, not enough work done 
- Process disruption of Navy may be leading to anxiety 
- Too much paperwork 
- Workplans too process oriented versus goal oriented 

Cecile asked if these could be condensed into a single conflict. Doyle stated that the PT does not 
have a clear goal. Bobby stated that all of these conflicts cannot be rolled into a single category 
since they are so varied. 

Bobby also stated that three individuals on the PT have been targeted by Tier I1 as creating 
problems and these individuals were discussed in the last Tier I1 meeting. He also pointed out 
that Tier I1 members had stated that NAVSEA (the DET's parent command) had shown 
displeasure with a certain PT individual's performance. Bobby identified that there is no 
NAVSEA representative on the Tier I1 team and that any criticism would have come from him. 
This has not happened and Tier I1 should address this. 

The following AlternativeslSolutions were identified by the PT: 
- Develop Mission and Vision Statements 
- Team to express displeasure with Tier I1 
- Recommendation to Tier I1 that team does not have a Link 
- Actively take ownership 
- Keep PT informed and involved 
- Schedule working sessions 
- Clarify priorities 
- The State to review, within DHEC, ways to expediate workload 

It was identified that John Litton (DHEC Tier 11) will be sitting in the meeting on 10/9 and that 
Joe McCauley and Pat Franklin (SOUTHDIV Tier 11) will also be present. Todd stated that Dr. 
Jim Speakman (EnSafe Tier 11) was in town and he would like him to be present also. Team 
agreed to address issues with Tier I1 on 10/9. 

Due to several PT members need to attend a meeting with the RDA, the meeting was adjourned 
until 1019. 

The following visitors were present for all or portions of 10/9 meeting: 
John Litton (DHEC) 
Jim Speakman (EnSafe) 
Pat Franklin (SOUTHDIV) 
Joe McCauley (SOUTHDIV) 

Review of Remaining Agenda Items 

Paul felt the PT should address Base issues 
Brian felt the PT should finish the Conflict Resolution 



Doyle also felt we should complete Conflict Resolution but also stated that Fast Track should be 
addressed. He is under pressure from his management to show progress at the Base. They are 
asking what actual progress has been made? 

Consensus was passed on the following agenda for 10/9: 

8:30 - 9:00 Tier I1 (Pat and Joe have issues to address) 
9:00 - 9:30 Post RAB Critique 
9:45 - 10:30 Conflict Resolution 
10:30 - 1 1 :3 0 Zones D, F, and G 30% Progress Review 
11:30 - 12:30 Base Condition of Property Map (working lunch) 
12:45 - 3:00 Fast Track Cleanup and CMS 
3:00 - 3 : 30 Next meeting and wrap-up 

Tier I1 

Pat Franklin stated that Tier I1 is concerned about progress by the PT at Charleston. She passed 
out a memorandum from the Environmental Restoration Management Alliance (ERMA) Region 
IV requesting that the Charleston PT address several questions concerning progress and actions 
to be taken to improve progress. 

Todd has action to pull together status of work for discussion at the October 22 meeting in 
Columbia. ECD 10116. 

It is important to resolve these issues by the first of November to support Doyle in preparing for 
an internal EPA audit. 

Joe McCauley discussed the changes which are going into effect at the Tier I1 level. Basically 
Tier I and Tier I1 are being restructured to reduce the stress on the States. Tier I1 will become 
State specific. There will be a new Tier 111 joint services/states/EPA meeting in December. Joe 
McCauley has been directed to be removed from the Tier I1 and as the Tier I1 link for Charleston 
to participate in Tier 111. We will get a new Tier I1 to Tier I link which will be assigned by Tier 11. 
Joe was questioned on whether our PT could have any input to the selection of the Tier I1 link? 
Ann stated that she had a list of all of the Tier I1 members that she would pass out for 
consideration. Joe stated that this is not the usual way this is done. 

Before Joe left, Ann had a question that needed to be addressed. She had been told that the Tier 
I1 meeting in September had targeted individuals on the Charleston PT as being disruptive to the 
meeting preventing progress. Joe stated that that Tier I1 had discussed Ann as being a Tier I1 link 
but no personal attacks. Bobby interrupted and asked Joe to stop dancing around the question. 
Bobby directly asked if Ann, Doyle and Bobby had been pointed out at the Tier 11 meeting as 
being disruptive and unprofessional. Joe stated yes. Both Ann and Bobby stated that this was 
highly unprofessional to discuss individuals in a group of colleagues in such a manner without 
notifLing the individuals first. Joe was also questioned on where this was coming from since our 



Tier I1 link is never present. Joe stated that it is coming from the facilitators report. Cecile stated 
that she had not passed on such information. 

Bobby then asked Joe about a statement passed on that NAVFAC and NAVSEA were very 
unsatisfied with Doyle's performance. Bobby had to ask three times before Joe would admit that 
this was true. Bobby then questioned Joe on who the NAVSEA representative was on Tier I1 
because he knew of none. Joe stated that there was no NAVSEA representative, but that Admiral 
Delaney (Regional Environmental Coordinator) who has a representative on Tier I1 represented 
all Navy activities in the area. Bobby stated that NAVSEA was misrepresented and that it would 
be taken up his Chain of Command. Bobby made a final statement that it seemed that the only 
time that the PT seems to have problems is when the Tier I1 link (Joe McCauley) comes to the 
meeting. 

Post RAB Critique 

The PT provided the following observations from the October RAB meeting: 

Ceciie's review: 
- Don't speed up presentation. Need to ensure RAB members are comfortable. 
- Advance reports will direct presentation. Less room for adjusting. 
- Items of interest from RAB/audience. Give them time to develop their thoughts. 
- Word selection in presentations important. "I think" and "we should shows lack of 

confidence. Be more positive and affirmative. 

PLUS 
Good information from Doyle on audits 
Tony's presentation GOOD - "no threats" 
Pre-prep working 
Good support from Doyle on private 
environmental investigations 
Comments from Doyle on Bldg 9 
Improvements 
Doyle focused response on team and quality 
concept 
Location due to follow-up to SWMU 39 
Public comments positive on Tony's 
presentation 
More concise in presentations 
Critique is good 

MINUS 
Poor location 
Meeting room set-up 
Meeting seemed one-sided; little room for 
questions; need to ask throughout for 
questions 
Chicora Tank farm information copied for 
nothing 
Overheads were ineffective; not visible 
Disappointed in community 
invoIvement/representation 
Disappointed that press did not have closure 
with SWMU 39 
AOC 670 not mentioned; had great prep time 
List of constituents not qualified in terms of 
risk 
Change in meeting format may limit 
interaction 
Present upcoming IMs 



Cecile was concerned that no action at the RAB when she is present. It all happens when she is 
not present. Consensus passed that Cecile can not miss any more RABs. 

Zones D. F, and G 30% Progress Review 

Craig Smith and Amey Stehlin fiom EnSafe came to provide a 30% Progress Review for Zones 
D, F, and G. A progress report was mailed to each PT member prior to the meeting as well as a 
handout provided at the meeting. 

Todd stated that the 30% progress reviews were an effort to beat the CAMP schedules and allow 
work on the RFI to proceed. 

Craig stated that soil data would be available beginning mid-October (unvalidated). Well 
sampling is scheduled to begin October 21". Site surveys will begin by the DET around the 2lSt 
of October also. 

The handouts show: 
- status of each site 
- not all wells installed and developed 
- soil samples not all taken 

Note - When stated that no deviations have occurred, it refers to the sampling strategy in the RFI 
workplan. 

AOC 619 - no deviations. Brian asked if the sediment samples were taken in catch basins? 
There is an IM for the DET to clean out the catch basins. These are not being cleaned - only 
catch basins in Zone E are being accomplished as an IM. Brian concerned over doing duplicate 
work. Kevin has action to review all Zone E catch basins in the IM and determine if any 
dupIication exists. ECD 11/12. 

AOC 620 and SWMU 36 - no deviations. All samples not yet taken. Inside samples are 
difficult to take due to slab. 

SWMU 109 - No deviations. All sampling is complete. This was an IM but the State and 
DET say there are no known problems. No results of sampling available yet. 

AOC 607 - Collected original three samples. Added a fourth. 
AOC 609 - Able to locate WOT due to DET removal and report. Metals detected - 

arsenic/lead. Consensus passed to relocate the original four sample locations based on the 
actual location of the WOT. Consensus also passed for two additional soil sample locations. 

AOC 61 1 - Complete. No deviations. 
AOC 6 1 3 and 6 15 - Screening complete. 
AOC 616 - No deviations. 
AOC 617 - No deviations. 
AOC 628 - This is the DET OWS site. It is a berrned area covered with plastic. DET will 

look at sampling in the bermed area. Consensus passed to collect soil samples at the four 
corners and evaluate the data to determine if the center sample underneath the tank was 
necessary. 



AOC 633 - SCE&G representative at site told field crew that the proposed sample 
locations were near switch gear as opposed to the spill area. SCE&G said they removed the soil 
and backfilled. Consensus passed to move the original seven sample locations to provide 
coverage of the actual area of the releasdsoil removaL The sediment samples are taken to 
augment the Zone J investigation. Dave and Paul questioned what the cement pits were? No one 
was familiar with them. Tony has action to determine purpose and history of the cement pits 
around AOC 633. ECD 11/12. 

Doyle made a comment that the deviations agreed to shows the importance of the 30/60/90 % 
reviews. They allow decisions to be made and progress to continue. The zone reports must 
document these deviations however. 

AOC 634 - The sediment samples have not been collected yet but are in support of AOCs 
63316341706. 

AOC 638 - Minor deviation. Possible UST at site. Consensus passed to move a shallow 
well to be installed approximately 25 feet to the north, downgradient of the suspected UST at 
Bldg 132. 

AOC 642 - Complete with no deviations. 
SWMU 8, and AOC 637 and 636 - A munitions search was conducted at bore sites. 

Based on surveys 6 to 8 feet deep, no munitions found. Doyle asked if there had been sufficient 
data collected to clear the site from munitions or will it take additional work? Only the sample 
bores have been surveyed. A sweep of the total site has not been accomplished. This sweep will 
need to be accomplished to support the IM at SWMU 8. Kevin has action to provide the 
methodology to be used at AOC 636 to locate possible munitions. ECD 11/12. 

SWMU 11 - Samples have been taken. Sediment samples will provide input into what is 
being carried from the site to the wetlands. Doyle referred to the Geraghty and Miller Report 
(1982) that stated there was 12"-18" of calcium hydroxide formed under the SWMU. This report 
needs to be confirmed or denied. 

SWMU 120 - Complete. No deviations. 
AOC 643 - All but one sample has been collected. 
SWMU 3 - Sampling complete except inside wells not installed. 
SWMU 6 and 7, and AOC 635 - Brian asked how will the sample results tie into the IM. 

Per Todd there are well over 100 samples at this site. rPtl should be based on the 1993 results. 
The new samples are basically confirmation samples. EnSafe will coordinate sampling with DET. 

AOC 646 - No samples yet. 
AOC 706 - Samples complete. No deviations. 
Fuel Distribution System - Cone penetrometer is being used for screening. Approximately 

1 15 of 13 5 pushes are complete. The remainder are in bermed areas hard to get. Will probably 
use the DET with hand augers. Paul asked if this included the JP-5 line near SWMU 13? Todd 
stated that that was not being looked at here, but is part of the SWMU 13 investigation. 

AOC 607 - Former dry cleaning plant. This site has expanded since the workplan was 
developed. Craig pointed out where chlorinated solvents had been detected. The following 
changes passed consensus by the PT: (1) Six soil boring locations to confirm the source and 
extent of the soil contamination with two intervals sampled at each location; (2) An 
additional soil sample to be collected inside Bldg 11 89; and (3) Locations for six shallow 
monitoring wells, four intermediate wells andfive deep monitoring wells. 



Todd emphasized the importance of getting the well permit requests to DHEC ASAP and 
allowing 48 hour notification to the local DHEC office. 

AOC 6 13 and 6 15- Groundwater exceedances and soil exceedances for metals was 
discussed. Volatile exceedances were discussed. Consensus passed by the PT on the following 
items: (1) A zone specific background would be accessedprior to specifiing any additional 
samples; (2)  To expand the sampling grid to include SU?MU 175 with AOC 613 and 615 due 
to close proximity and similar expected contaminants which will speed up the process; (3) To 
accept soil analytical data collected during screening (Level I11 with Level IV QA) for the 
purpose of confirmation and delineation; (4) That the proposed S M  samples (1 0 soil) are 
not required; (5) To use existing GEL wells (all new samples) and install four additional 
wells to supplement data which reduces the overall number of wells to be installed; and 
(6) SUllMU 175 will be combined with AOC 613 and 615 for the purpose of the RFI. 

Doyle asked how were we doing on time and schedule and if there was anything that the PT could 
do to help push this along? Craig responded that the 30% review this month has helped put the 
Zone D, F, and G RFI ahead of schedule. 

Base Environmental Condition of Property Maps 

Daryle passed out several copies of the modified Base Condition of Property maps. He presented 
the approach for evaluation by reviewing the different environmental programs 
(asbestos/UST/RCRA) and developing maps for each. These maps were then combined with the 
worst category identified on a single re-colored map. The notebooks that were passed out 
provided a matrix of each facility and how it ranked with each program. This is important in that 
NAVFAC management does not see any accomplishments at Charleston since the color changes 
are what they use to gage accomplishment. By October 25' the BCP abstract must be updated 
which only lists number of acres for each category of transferability. 

The maps presented contained six of the seven color (except Category 1 white) categories of 
Category 2 through 7. Paul was concerned that this doesn't agree with the previous PT 
agreement. The State and EPA agreed that property could be red, yellow or gray. The blue and 
greens would not be assigned until after the approved RFI reports are issued. Ann asked if this 
was conditional concurrence that property could be transferred? Bobby replied that a FOST still 
must be generated and approved. Doyle stated that if the maps changed then the RDA would 
expect property to be transferred. 

Daryle explained that based on the information at hand that the property should be able to be 
changed to these colors. However he only wanted to show this to the PT now and obtain input 
on what colors (red, yellow, gray) the blue and greens should be now. Daryle continued that he 
was recommending Clouter Island to be changed to Light Green since there was no investigation 
(except the sites identified) in the material disposal area and that it had been transferred to the 
ACOE. 



Consensus passed on the follawirg items: (I)  Change Clouter Island to Light Green (#3J; 
(2) Change all Blues [#2J back to Gray [#7]; (3) Change all Green, both light and dark, [#3 
and #4J to Red [#6J; (4) All IM sites will be changed to Yellow (#5]; and (5) Any areas where 
work is being accomplished in any environmentaIprogram will be Yellow [#5J 

This equates to the following: - 400 acres RED 
= 1000 acres GRAY - 1300 acres LIGHT GREEN 
remainder YELLOW 

Bobby discussed the conservatism used in the original approach to color almost everything Gray 
since the RFI was beginning and there was no indication of the condition of groundwater. This is 
not the approach used by many bases and therefore they show much more acreage moving 
towards transfer. John Litton asked Daryle if this was the method that was being used as an 
evaluation of progress? Daryle replied yes. 

Fast Track Cleanup 

Paul summarized the Fast Track ideas provided by the PT. The goal was to focus the group's 
opinions as to what Fast Track is so it could be brought into focus to move forward. Where will 
all of this lead us - Putting people out of work (BCT, RDA, RAB, etc). The responses varied 
widely and are summarized below with the respective questions: 

I .  What is Fast Track? 
Everyone responded in terms of "TIME": 

Speed up process 
Less time to cleanup 
Transfer property faster 

2. What Fast Track is not? 
Following a process 
Taking a risk 
Stop being totally safe 
Easy 

3. Examples covered a wide span 
Time line - 6 - 8 years DoD hnding1BRAC 3 years into process 
Since there are varied ways of tracking accomplishments it is hard to tie them together: 

State - number of wells installed 
DET - number of IMs accomplished 
SOUTHDIV - amount of property transferred 

4. What are the obstacles to Fast Track? 
Lack of a common goal 



No buy-in 
Miscommunication 
Too much work - overload 
Different means of measurement (metrics) 
Lack of trust 
Too much process 
Same objectives but must focus 

Obstacles became diverse, hard to define the problem. 

5. How do we improve? 
Agree to goals 
Accept risk (making decisions, too conservative, early buy-ins) 
Set cleanup goals 
Fewer meetings 
More open communication 
Firm decisions - do we have enough data to make decisions 
Educate RAB/RDA on cleanup standards 
Focus on reviews 
Parallel reviews (work CMS/IM while RFI report is in review) 
Walk through a site/document with normal process 
Develop trust 

Ann asked how will educating the RDA/RAB help Fast Track (speed it up)? Paul replied that the 
RDA is a driving force behind some of our decisions. Educating them on h s k  and transferring 
property unencumbered will help. 

Doyle stated that the Time-line didn't start at operational closure, it was at the identification of 
closure. 

6. How do you feel about a two day meeting? 
Predominantly - Yes 

Is there something the PT can do about obstacles? 
No goal -YES 
No buy-in - YES 
Miscommunication - CAN WORK ON 
Overload - MAY BE ABLE TO REDUCE 
Process - POSSIBLE 
Cut down on process - CAN WORK ON 
Different metrics - YES 
Lack of trust - MUST BE DEVELOPED 

What are some ideas on making Fast Track work? 



Ann - recommended that the answer to the Tier I1 ERMA request will cover our issues 
and could be combined into a 1 - 2 day work session. 

Doyle - Two days together to walk through a CMS will be very beneficial vice reviewing a 
potentially bad document 

Todd - eliminate overload/backlog; streamline the CMS process 

Brian - have a two day meeting; come to unified goals, and work through the procedural 
processes 

Kevin - open communication (more ofien/more frequent; call for infolfeedback) 

Tony - definelimprove metrics; sit down at table and review documents 

Dave - revise the way the team does business (mixing partnering with working session) 
revise meeting process (process versus issues) 

Paul - set goals including metrics (don't deny individual success but come together with 
the team in mind) 

Consensus passed that a PT two day meeting would be beneficial. Ann stated that if it would 
reduce the process discussions during PT meetings then it would be beneficial. It was agreed that 
a PT meeting would be held in Columbia on October 22nd and 231d with the 24& open to continue 
beginning at 10:OO. The State will come up with a meeting place. 

CMS Process 

Robert Mosser from EnSafe provided an overview of the CMS process. A handout was 
provided. 

CMS Process - use nature and extent to determine what processltechnology will be used. 

CMS can be grouped by zones or sites based on site characteristics/contaminants/media. 

Contaminants are the drivers as to whether a CMS will be conducted or not 

Basically a CMS involves the following steps: 
(1) Prescreening (RFI) 
(2) RFI Report presents basis for conducting a CMS 
(3) CMS workplan 
(4) CMS 
(5) CMS report 
(6)  CMI 
(7) Closure report 



At Naval Base Charleston we are in the first step "Prescreening" preparing for the second step. 

Consensus was tested whether to have Robert at the meeting in Columbia on 10122 and 10/23. 
Consensus failed with the explanation that the meeting is for process not details. 

Conflict Resolution Wrap-up 

Cecile reviewed the Alternatives/Solutions developed on Tuesday and where we are: 

4 Develop Mrssion and Vision Statements - Yes will come about 
r Team to express displeasure with Tier I1 - Partially accomplished 10/9 
r Recommendation to Tier I1 that team does not have a Link - Potential input to who it will be 
n Actively take ownership - Can startheeds to start now to build trust 
r Keep PT informed and involved - Open up active communications 
r Schedule working sessions - Scheduled a working session 
r Clarify priorities - Started clarzfiingpriorities (Doyle & audit; Daryle & maps) 
4 The State to review, within DHEC, ways to expediate workload - Follow-up 

Cecile's observations of airing concerns with Tier 11: 
- DET follow-up with command on who represents them on Tier I1 
- November PT meeting let PT know of representation 

Ann recommended that the DET be represented at the State Tier 11 meeting. Bobby asked if she 
could discuss this with Tier I1 and based on the outcome of that discussion will address. 

- Must keep the team informed of what Tier I1 representatives are saying. Helps develop 
trust through openthonest communication. 

- Trust cannot be dictated but must be earned. 
- Cecile will provide a copy of her written evaluations that go to Tier 11. PT consensus 

was tested and failed. Ann requested that she be given a copy. Cecile agreed. 
- Team ownership is starting to show (ie not Daryle's map, the PTYs map) 
- Doyle has made himself available and wants to be involved up front 
- Tony 's issue with Zone J has been discussed between Doyle and Todd 

John Litton made an announcement that the State is filling an engineering position (RCRA) that 
will be dedicated to Naval Base Charleston. This should help the process move along. 

Cecile's Evaluation 

Accomplishments: 
v worked out conflict resolution 
v reviewed 4 steps to team building, identified where PT is - in perspective "Storming" 
v open communication lead to resolution of JM concerns 
v team scheduled extra time for RAB preps that paid off 
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v team agreed to extra meeting for ERMA requests 
v openly expressed concerns through Tier I1 link 
v adjusted agenda due to time conflicts - prioritized important issues 
v reached consensus on hrther investigations 
v reached consensus on updating Environmental Condition of Property map 
v identified obstacles to Fast Track and agreed to meet to  resolve 

Suggestions for Improvement: 
r Team membership dedication and resistance to walk out the door at uncomfortable 

times. Observation - cohesive group/work together 
4 Time conscienceness - "Gate Keeper" propose reconsideration to keep team on track. 

Remind that time is slipping by. Also meets guests. 
m Not identifying meeting objectives for agenda topics - refer to August minutes. Need to 

make an effort to briefly identi@ objectives of agenda items. Must review identified 
documents to keep time down. 

4 Recommend reading Ground Rules at the beginning of each day to keep the Ground 
Rules in focus. 

r Need to keep tele-conference open when extra meetings are not planned - helps 
communicate 

n MBTI Results need to be submitted. Willing to do if there is a PT consensus. This 
helps team building and understanding members. 

Must agree that PT members type can be discussed and shared. 
Need to let Cecile know by the 10122 meeting in Columbia if the PT is interested in 
doing 

r Need Skills Assessment from all PT members 
+ Lessons learned - Suggest discouraging other meetings during PT meetings (ie meeting 

with RDA) 
4 Need to do better job with lessons learned. Remember what has been approached. 
r Empowerment - not an issue. Per John Litton (Tier I1 member) Tier I1 wants to resolve 

issues at the Tier I level. 
n The 2-3 day meeting will be on the process of how to get things reviewed. Suggest that 

also a brief revisiting of the Partnering Process be done. Could lead into the Mission 
and Vision statement. May want to wait until new Tier I1 is up and running. 

4 Recommends Process Training for team building in the future. Takes 2 days dedicated. 
r Try not to schedule technical presentations at the end of the day. Makes it very hard to 

concentrate on what is being presented and is not fair to the presenter. 
+ Need a team leader for October 22/23/24 meeting. Recommend Paul since Fast Track 

will be the main topic and he is familiar with what has been provided by the team 
members. 

Paul agreed to be the team leader for the October 22/23/24 meeting in Columbia. Paul and Ann 
will determine the location of the meeting and will provide a list of hotels/motels in the Columbia 
area for consideration. 



Brian will be the team leader for the November meeting. 
agenda: 

- 90% Zone E Progress Review 
- Background Organis 
- Academia Involvement 
- Methods for Cleanup Evaluation 
- Logistics of reviewing Progress Report 
- Discuss Risk education for RDA 
- Environmental Programs Review 

(UST/asbestos/LBP, etc) 

The following items will be on the 

Dave 4 hrs Information 
Tony 1 hr Decision 
Tony 45 mins Decision 
Brian 3 0 rnins Decision 
Brian 3 0 mins Decision 
Paul 3 0 rnins Decision 
Daryle 1 hr Information 

The time and place will be provided at later date. 



Action Items From October sth and 91h PT Meeting 

ACTION 
1. Compile information for Tier I1 ERMA report. 
2. Review information from Todd for Tier I1 ERMA report and 

prepare comments. 
3.  Review all Zone E catch basins in the IM and determine if any 

duplication exists. 
4. Determine purpose and history of cement pits around 

AOC 633. 
5. Provide methodology to be used at AOC 636 to locate possible 

munitions. 
6. Provide motel listing for Columbia meeting. 
7. Provide location of Columbia meeting 
8. Review Chapter 8 of Zone H RFI Report for CMS discussion 

at Columbia meeting. 
9. Provide Background Organics technical memo 
10. Resolve permit issues with CSOIRDA 
1 1. Provide comments on Academia Involvement 
12. Review Cecil Field Mission and Vision statement 
13. Determine if MBTI results will be discussed. 

ECD 
10116 
10122 

11/12 

11/12 

11/12 

10/1 1 
1011 1 
10123 

10111 
11/12 
11/12 
10122 
10122 

ASSIGNED TO 
Todd 
Team 

Kevin 

Tony 

Kevin 

Paul 
Paul 
Team 

Todd 
Daryle 
Team 
Team 
Team 



NAME 
Tony Hunt 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Todd Haverkost 
Kevin Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Doyle Brittain 
Ann Ragan 
Paul Bergstrand 
Daryle Fontenot 
Dave Backus 

Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
OCTOBER 8 and 9,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

ORGANIZATION 
SOUTHDrV 
SOUTHDrV 
SCDHEC 
E/A&H 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 
SCDHEC 
SOuTHDIV 
E/A&H 

Cecile Lacey Galileo 
(faciIitator) 

Dr. Jim Speakman E/A&H 
John Litton SCDHEC 
Pat Franklin SOUTHDIV 
Joe McCauley SOUTHDIV 

(Tier I1 link) 
Craig Smith E/A&H 
Amey Stehlin E/A&H 
Robert Mosser E/A&H 

PHONE 
(803) 820-5525 
(803) 820-748 1 
(803) 896-4179 
(803) 884-0029 
(803) 743-6777 
(803) 743-282 1 
(404) 562-8549 
(803) 734-4721 
(803) 896-4016 
(803) 820-5607 
(901) 372-7962 



NAVAL BASE CHARLESTON 
ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP PROJECT TEAM 

November 1 1, 1996 

From: Bobby Dearhart 

Subj: FINAL OCTOBER PT MEETING MINUTES 

End: Naval Base Charleston Cleanup Project Team Meeting Minutes for 
October 22 and 23, 1996 

1. Enclosed are the final minutes fiom the October 22nd and 23'4 1996, PT meeting. 
All comments that were received have been incorporated. 

BOBBY DEARHART 
SCRIBE 

Distribution: 
Dave Backus 
Paul Bergstrand 
Doyle Brittain 
Daryle Fontenot 
Todd Haverkost 
Tony Hunt 

Hayes Patterson 
Ann Ragan 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Paul Tomiczek 
Kevin Tunstall 

Cecile Lacey 



Naval Base Charleston Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

October 22 and 23,1996 

List of attendees is attached. 

Paul opened the meeting. 

Bobby passed out the final September PT meeting minutes and additional Draft October PT 
meeting minutes. Review of the October 8' and 9~ minutes were requested to be completed by 
October 29. Bobby agreed to send hard copies of all draft minutes since some members were 
having trouble receiving them by electronic mail. Consensus passed that Draft minutes to PT 
meetings would be reviewed and comments provided by team members within one week of 
receipt No response is agreement 

Topics to be Discussed 

ERMA letter CMS walkthru 
Goal-Mission-Vision statement Vitrification 
Process review MBTI 
Fast track Priorities 
Perception of team by others * Eco status - all zones 

* RFI status and schedule * CMS status and schedule 
SWMU 39 Tier 11 meeting 

* indicates items that are EPA top priorities 

Overview of October Tier I1 Meetinq 

AM provided an overview of the October meeting of the new Tier 11. Items affecting the PT 
were: 

- No links between Tier I and Tier I1 
- There will be a POC that serves a role of what the Tier I team requests 
- Tier I will pick their own POC 

There will be a Partnering training session January 22 - 24 for anyone interested. 

Ann also has copies of the latest SC legislative bills/regulations updates for anyone who would 
like a copy. 
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Eco Risk Assessment 

Doyle requested a status of where the RFI reports were concerning the eco risk assessment? 
There are basically three phases: 

I - Initial survey walkthrough 
I1 - Literature search 
111 - Samples / analysis 

Todd stated that he views Phase I1 as literature search and sampling to establish the chemical 
constituents for performing a preliminary risk assessment to determine if the investigation should 
move on. The following status was provided: 

Terrestrial - Phase IT essentially complete for all zones that have reports submitted. This 
considers the same data points as human health. 

Waterbodies - All chemical sampling is not complete therefore Phase I1 not complete. 
Zone J takes over from the other zones to give a complete picture. 

At the end of Phase I1 a decision must be made - Have we established that there is a significant 
enough potential for risk to necessitate Phase III (ie tissue sampling)? 

"' The EPA reviewers concerned that the reports don't discuss what effects the constituents have on 
terrestrial and aquatic. Both eco and human must be included to completely review a report. The 
Zone H report can't say there is no impact or can't design a CMS until the eco risk is addressed. 
Human risk can be / has been done. The weak link throughout the reports is the eco risk 
assessment. EPA's eco comments are the same now on Zone H as they were in October 1995. 
Doyle asked "How do we finish the eco risk assessment for Zones A, C, B, and I to be able to 
finish the report?" 

Todd stated that he needs feedback to determine if the information now substantiates moving on. 
He wondered why EPA could not use the data that has already been provided? 

Doyle considers that not enough hard data has been provided to show if there is a risk. To 
approve a report there must be enough hard measured bio data to show what is in the 
environment and what risk it poses. The reports now only predict that there is a risk. 

Daryle stated that Todd needs a decision to determine if there is a need to collect additional hard 
data to go to Phase 111. Doyle agreed and added that it is a matter of timing, a decision should 
have been made prior to the RFI report, and the substantiating data submitted in the RFI report. 

Paul summarized that a decision is needed. Is there potential for eco risk to require tissue 
sampling for the RFI reports to be complete? 
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Problem: EPA feels no bio data on eco risk :. RFI is incomplete. 

Models predict potential for bioaccumulation or bioavailability 
Timing is a problem 
TerrestriaVaquatic - must be zone specific. 

Todd stated that the RFI report provides input to the CMS. The ecological risk assessment is an 
element that is used in much the same context as the human health risk to determine if a CMS is 
needed. 

I Human Health Risk 

RFI - CMS - Eco Risk 

It was agreed that Todd's logic is correct, but it should have been before the RFI report submittal. 
Todd added that the timing issue resulted from a disagreement that Zone J was to be a eco risk 
assessment workplan. An agreement was reached last October (1995) on what the scope of Zone 
J would actually include. The Zone H RFI report was prepared prior to the agreement so that the 
direction changes obviously could not be incorporated. Subsequently the Zone H RFI report was 
used as a model for the Zone B, C and I RFI reports. 

Doyle requested that a meeting be held to determine what needs to be done to fix the Zone A, C, 
H, and I eco assessments in the reports. Joan Dupont will be present from EPA and 
representatives fkom the Navy, State and Ensafe who can make commitments should attend. The 
meeting will identify specific eco risk items that need to be fixed in each zone report. If this is 
accomplished the reports will be fixed. Doyle requested that Ensafe review all of the previous 
comments to ensure that all previous EPA concerns have been addressed. 

Solution: Meeting in Atlanta on 10130 @ 9:00 to fix eco risk probIem for Zone A, C, H, and 
I RFI reports. 

Attendees: Joan Dupont EPA 
David Trim & Todd Ensafe 
State 
Navy 

Action for Ensafe to review all previous eco risk comments from EPA 1 State. ECD: 10130. 

Tony asked if the previous comments address all concerns? Doyle stated no, that all review 
comments and the reports need to be reviewed. This process is addressed in the Comprehensive 
RFI Workplan. 

The question that must be answered - Is there a need to go to Phase III? If yes, To what extent? 

Doyle asked when can field work be completed and data in hand be incorporated for the eco 
changes? Tony stated that this could be better answered after the meeting in Atlanta. Doyle 
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stated that the State and EPA clock for review of reports is stopped until this is resolved. Todd 
and Tony were requested to be prepared to speak to this at the meeting. 
Todd proposed that the A, H and I RFI reports be conditional approved with a supplemental 
workplanJreport revision to cover the eco. Johnny agreed to look into this based on the amount 
of work that comes out of the meeting in Atlanta. This may be a separate phase. 

Vitrification Process and the RDA - The AJT Proposal 

There are several unanswered questions: 

Hazardous 
Recycling or treating 

Solid waste? 

Hauling wastes into Charleston? 
Storage of wastes? 
Selling on use for cleanup of the Naval Base? 

Paul concerned that the RDA does not reaIIy understand what this involves. Should the PT 
discuss potentid concerns with the RDA? Ann stated that these concerns had been discussed 
with the RDA, but it is not sinking in, especially the permitting concerns. Johnny recommends 

-. that it be addressed with the RDA one more time. He also has concerns on whether the process 
treats or recycles. The State agreed that one more new industry meeting would be held with AJT. 

It was agreed that this is not a PT issue, but a DHEC - RDA issue. 

Tony stated that the Navy is interested in the process because of the potential for waste 
minimization, recovery of materials through recycling, and the reduction of long term Navy 
liability. The Navy is awaiting the results of the demonstration phase prior to making any 
decisions on use as a means of disposal. Tony provided the following on the status of the samples 
for the demonstration: 

5 gallons from SWMU 5 
5 gallons of building material and soil from SWMU 25 
5 gallons from SWMU 54 

TCLP results are: 
SWMU 5 TCLP failed for lead 
SWMU 25 TCLP failed for chromium 
SWMU 54 TCLP failed for lead 

Still working on the contractual issues for shipping the materials. Tony stated that it doesn't 
come under the Hazardous Waste Regulations if it is less than 1000 kg and is being used for a 
treatability study. Tony is preparing a letter to obtain State approval to exempt the samples from 
Hazardous Waste Management for the treatability study. 
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Ann asked if the Navy had discussed the liabilities if problems happen after it gets to  the 
treatability study site? Tony stated that this needs to be looked at. Tony is the POC for the 
technology, AJT interpretation of the regulations, etc. 

Doyle recommended that the definitions for treatment of hazardous waste and sham recycling be 
reviewed in the regulations under 40 CFR 2601261. EPA is not going to be involved in the 
decision to use the treatability study. The question is how will the government get return on the 
investment? This process and the capital investment is expensive. EPA will not guarantee that 
this process will be used in the cleanup of the Naval Base. Ann stated that the sole investment is a 
DOE grant - no private investors. 

Cecile asked if the PT was interested in going through the MBTI exercise? It is a good tool, 
shows members personalities, can better prepare presentations for members, identifies team 
dynamics and shows how decisions are made. Must have the PT consensus to go through the 
exercise. PT consensus passed to have MBTI at one session. Cecile stated that 2 hours would 
be needed. 

Work Schedules 

Doyle provided a layout for presenting the RFI schedule and demonstrating accomplishments. 
The CMS process schedule will match the RFI process. Doyle asked if the PT sees this as helpll .  
Todd stated that sending documents directly to the EPA reviewers was a great improvement. 
Doyle explained that the documents should be sent directly to the EPA reviewers and Doyle 
should be notified; Doyle will e-mail the reviewers and establish the need; the reviewer will have 
30 days to complete the review; and 2 weeks after review complete the PT will meet at the 
document approval meeting. 

Johnny sees the document approval meetings as a helpful addition. This will help the team to 
keep on track. Doyle says as long as he understands and is involved in the need for date changes 
he has no problem. The 30/60/90 % reviews will help prevent surprises since all of the data will 
be shared with the PT. The question was asked what has to be doneloccur prior to the 30/60/90 
% meetings? The following were provided by the PT in order of priority: 

1A - Provide an available data package to the PT members 
1B - Provide status of field work to date (all field work may not be complete) 
2 - Identifl any deviations from the work plan 
3 - Identifjr any problems that need decisions fiom the PT (These should be identified 

as they arise) 
* 4 - Agree where field work is no longer needed 
* 5A - Identifi all areas where additional field work is needed 
* 5B - Identify, only if applicable, if Phase I11 eco sampling is needed. 
* 6 - Agree on schedule impact 
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7 - Do it (implement extra work) 
(items marked * require PT agreement) 

The following definitions for schedule activities were discussed: 

Field work ends - This is important because it sets the Draft document submittal date. 
The permit requires that the RFI report is to be submitted within 90 days from the end of the field 
work. This will be set when the last analytical sample result is back fiom the lab. PT consensus 
obtained on this definition. 

Predrafi review meeting 

PT review with others as deemed necessary 
* Verbal summary of report 
a Identifies what will be in the draft report 

Reviews any extra field work results 

Considerations for developmental points include: 
m c s  
Pre-Preliminary Risk Evaluation 

- + 
HHRA 
Eco RA 

Todd asked if this would be helphl to the regulators review? If it is he definitely wants to 
support it. Both EPA and State agree that it would help in the report review. 

Drafi document distributed - required within 90 days of end of field work 

Doyle restated that he wanted the documents sent directly to the EPA reviewers and that they 
would be in their review for up to 30 days. EPA comments would be provided not later than 45 
days. Johnny was concerned that 30 days may not be adequate with the number of documents 
that may be submitted in the same general time frame. Doyle expressed concern over the time 
that the regulators were taking with reviews because they are not happening. He stated that he 
was concerned with the State supporting the workload. Doyle will get Jon Johnston (EPA) to 
call the State (John Litton or Randall Thompson) to discuss and see if this problem can be 
resolved. Paul hopes that the 30/60/90 % reviews will help expedite the turn around of 
documents. Paul would like to have a 60 day regulatory review with the goal to beat the time. 
The following was agreed to by the State and EPA: 

Documents will be sent directly to EPA and State reviewers 
EPA will provide comments within 45 days of receipt of documents 
NavyfEnsafe will e-mail State and EPA when documents are sent 
State will review and comment within 60 days of receipt of documents 
Clock starts at delivery of documents 



EPA will sent comments directly to Navy in parallel to sending to State 

Doyle stated that the reviews of documents during the December holidays need to allow 2 extra 
weeks. 

Distribution of Drafi documents for review will be: 
Johnny (State) Joan Dupont (EPA) 
Paul (State) EImer Akin (EPA) 
Fred Sloan (EPA) Doyle [2] (EPA) 

Document a~proval meeting 

PT reviews all comments 
PT agrees on responses to comments 
Final document can be approved with minor format changes 
Meeting to take place approximately 2 weeks afker regulator comment submittal 

Todd asked if change out of pages or revised sections was satisfactory instead of reproducing the 
whole document. PT consensus provided that change out of pages or sections was satisfactory 

- * unless the changes were excessive This will be up to Ensafe to determine 

For draft documents, the cover page and first page of each section will be marked Draft to assist 
in replacement of pages. 

Distribution of Final approved document will be within 2 weeks after the approval meeting. 
Distribution for Final documents will be the same as for Draft documents with the following 
additions: 

Add DHEC District Office 
Add DET 

It was re-emphasized that the dates on the schedule are dependent on the "end of field work". 
The Draft document is due at the "end of field work plus 90 days". Doyle stated that the 
presented schedule was very full and aggressive and hoped that the PT would do what was 
necessary to support it. 

The PT listed the following items that have and could be an impact to meeting the scheduled 
dates: 

M s  
FOSLs 
FOSTs 
Other meetings 
Permit modifications 
RAB issues 



Investigation surprises (SWMU 39) 
Personal leave 
Training 

Consensus passed on accepting the RFI schedule dates as proposed 
Tony has action to develop the RFI schedule proposed and provide to the PT. 

Brian asked how Fast Track could be applied to the schedule layout? The PT gave dates but 
didn't discuss compressing or even if the dates were achievable. Bobby stated that maybe we 
need to sit down and discuss paper work - What is requiredldo the minimurn/cut down on time 
Field work moves quickly and smoothly - paper work is the hold up. 

Doyle recommended that we apply lessons learned to the CMS workplans - Be performance 
based vice process oriented. Performance based means setting the goals up front, identiflmg land 
use, and focusing on the goals that have been set. 

Some thoughts were provided on Where is Fast Track by PT members - 
Table top reviews cut time 
Preparation cuts EPA and State reviews 
Preparation cuts rework of documents 

6 SWMU 39 approach good example of Fast Track 
Key is communication 
Need same expectations in submittals 
Need compressed schedule 
No extra stuff in reports and workplans 
Field work is the quickest part of process 
Back on track 
Needs a good schedule 
Don't make same mistakes in CMS 
Performance basedlnot process based 

DoyIe feels the PT needs to meet and work together on documents. The 30160190 % reviews are 
good and should continue. SWMU 39 was a good example of working together, meetings and 
getting the job done. 

Paul stated that the RFI is involved in a specific process with specific steps (RCRA permit drives). 
The 30160190 % reviews allow for mini-preparation reviews and helps the process. This is Fast 
Track. SWMU 39 shows how Fast Track can be accomplished. Three phases were accomplished 
in a couple of months. The PT needs to show its accomplishments. 

Todd stated that we have been working Fast Track since the last CAMP revision. 

Cecile commented that submittals to Tier I1 include success stories. FasterJB~tterlCheaper. Not 
sure if it is going to change with the new Tier I1 organization. Ann m t g a t  the new Tier I1 
feels that Tier I should not have to justifjl itself. 
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Tony feels the 30160190 % reviews are helphl and should continue. The PT should look at the 
report process to save time and Fast Track. 

Cecile asked what is different about SWMU 39? Brian felt the difference was 
comrnunication~worked at the tablelno report. Cecile stated that SWMU 39 was a hot spot and 
showed that the PT can make decisions when it has to. This proves that decisions can be made, 
just need to apply to all areas, make decisions - move forward. 

CMS Schedule: 

A permit modification is required prior to beginning the CMS. M e r  the RFI report is approved, 
some sites will go into a CMS. These sites must be identified in the RCRA permit. This is 
considered a Minor Mod and does not require public review or a hearing. This can be completed 
as fast as the paper work can be done (State 3 - 5 days). For those sites that are determined to be 
NFA, a major permit mod is required. 

Minor Mod Major Mod 
No public hearings * Public notice. required (30 days) 

* No mandatory review period * Public review period ( 45 days) 
* No public comment period * Public hearing 
* 3 - 5 day turn around at State * Appeal 

r e  
Ann stated that there are ways to collapse the required time for the major mod by having the 
public hearing at the end of the public notice and before public comment. 

Collapsed 
Public Notice - Public Hearing / Review -) Issue Mod 

Public Notice - Public Review Public Hearing -Appeal - 
Normal 

Best 3 75 Days 
Bad => 120 Days 
Worst 3 oc 

During the CMS a second permit mod is required after the CMS report is submitted and prior to 
starting the CM design. This permit mod is a major mod and seIects the CMI method. 

It was recommended that the RAB be educated on the process to prevent surprises. This will 
help expedite the process. 

The CMS guidance allows IMs to be final actions. This does not short circuit the CMS process. 

Paul asked the question - How can we Fast Track CMS? 

Doyle recommended that we: (1) Performance based not process based 
(2) Reference vice incorporate documents 
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Doyie wanted to know how the sites could be broken down for the CMS. Tony stated that he 
and Todd had discussed using a geographical approach and address the types of contaminants in 
each group. 

Tony presented the following layout for discussion: 

Todd recommended that sections that are redundant not be repeated (ie part on contaminants). 
Ann asked about the constituent groups - for each contaminant group would there be a 

--- presumptive remedy? Todd stated that when they do the group workplans, they would group the 
sites based on similar contaminants. There may be some overlap if sites contain groups of 
different contaminants which would limit the number of presumptive remedies. Paul concerned 
that sites are not piecemealed, but that we consider all sites in the presumptive remedies. 

Zones 

H, I 

4 B , C  
- D, F, G, E 

J, K 
L 

Bobby recommended that a single workplan be prepared and that the CMS workplans be added to  
the workplan when prepared and approved. This wiII prevent holding up the process until all sites 
in a group have been completed. 

A proposal was made that a Comprehensive workplan which describes all presumptive remedies 
would be modified by site specific addendums. The CMS workplan wiII be approved separately, 
and each addendum will be approved by a permit modification. Consensus passed 

Group 
I 

I1 
I11 
IV 

Doyle made a proposal to have a performance based CMS process. Consensus passed 

Contaminant Based WP 
A -VOC/SVOC 
B - Inorganics 

"- 1 D - 
11 
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A proposal was made to reference documents and not repetitively include in the CMS process. 
Consensus passed 

Distributed throughout Groups I - IV 
L 

The PT prepared a schedule for the preparation of the CMS Comprehensive Workplan and the 
submittal of the Zone B package. 

Consensus passed on the CMS dates as proposed for the Comprehensive workplan and the 
Zone B submittal. 

Tony has action to develop the CMS schedule as proposed and provide to the PT. 
10 



Paul stated that we need commitment from all PT members to have data, make decisions and have 
no surprises. 

PT consensus passed that the schedule presented is a PT commitment to try to meet. 
Problems will be brought to the table and presented to the team for resolution. 

PT consensus was passed that the RFI schedule will be completed at the Atlanta meeting. 

PT consensus passed that the schedules will be reviewed early at each PT meeting to identib 
problems in meeting it. 

SWMU 3 9 Update 

Handout was provided by Tony. 

Personal well that was sampled had revealed TCE. The well was sampled again the week of 
10114 along with a neighbor's well. Information was obtained on the well construction and use. 
The risk assessment run by Ensafe shows for the individuals use (conservative) < 10". Using the 
criteria that is being used on the Base (MCLs with human consumption) for calculating risk, the 
risk was 3x10~~. It is highly unlikely that this hit is coming from the Base. 

L 

Doyle recommended that if it is not associated with the Navy, then the Navy shouldn't do any 
more investigation, but there is a moral obligation to make the community aware of the findings. 

Ann brought up some concerns over some recent findings else where that TCE has been shown to 
pass through PVC piping . She will check this out more and report back to the PT. 

BCP Abstract 

Daryle stated that based on the agreements from the earlier October PT meeting the following 
totals are provided on the Environmental Condition of Property: 

968 acres GRAY 
3 97 acres RED 
126 acres YELLOW 
13 89 acres LIGHT GREEN (Clouter Island) 

Daryle presented his update to the BCP Abstract that was due to NAVFAC Headquarters in 
October. PT consensus passed that the BCP abstract input as presented by Daryle was 
satisfactory. 



1 

ERMA Letter Response 

The following discussions centered around input to responding to the ERMA letter requests dated 
7 Oct 96. 

The PT agreed that paragraphs 2.a, b, c, d, and f dealt with current, planned and status of projects 
at the Base. This would be addressed by Tony with input from the other respective PT members. 

The PT agreed that the only issues needing to be addressed (para 2.e) were competing demands 
on resources and staff transition. 

PT agreed that no support from Tier I1 was necessary (para 2.h). 

Bobby questioned why the PT was trying to justify to Tier 11 that we were off track and having 
problems accomplishing anything. The only time the PT seems to consider this is when the Tier I1 
says we are having problems. The question was asked by Bobby about where was Tier I1 getting 
their input since our link seldom attended our meetings. Also we are going to have disagreements 
and conflicts but the measure of success is can we as a team work through these and continue 
moving forward. Bobby concerned that the PT was trying to convince ourselves that we had a 
problem and then identify ways to correct these problems just to satisfy a perception of Tier 11. 
Bobby recommended that Tier I1 be asked to provide detail input as to why and where they 
consider the PT to be "Off Track". Bobby posed the question to the team if anyone thought we ... + had unresolveable problems and were "Off Track"? One comment was made that some teams are 
fbnctioning better then ours. No other PT team members felt that Tier I1 was accurate or justified 
based on the metrics that the team uses as a measure of progress. It boils down to a matter of 
perspective. 

Based on the above discussion, the PT agreed to answer para 2.g that a meeting was held on Oct 
22 and 23 to discuss procedure improvements. The minutes are attached. 

PT consensus passed on stating in thejinal paragraph of the response a discussion of our 
success. It was brought out that this depends on metrics. The Tier 11 perceptive may be based on 
different measurements. 

Tony has action to provide a draft response by October 25. 



I 

Goal. Mission and Vision 

The PT members provided their ideas of what the goal of the PT should be. 

PT consensus passed on the following goal: 
The goal of the Naval Base Charleston Environmental Cleanup Project Team is to 

transfer property that is protective of human health and the twvironment in an efflcient, 
effective and expedient manner, 

PT consensus passed on the following mission: 
The mission of the Naval Base Charleston Environmental Cleanup Project Team is to 

return the Base to reuse by the community through effective, efflcient and expedient cleanup 
ensuring protection of human health and the environmenk 

PT consensus passed on the following PT vision: 
We will accomplish our mission by joint decision making and ownership as a team 

BCT in Charleston 

Bobby stated that for several months there have been questions about if the BCT exists. Of 
concern is that a representative from NAVSEA met with Mr. Allison at SOUTHDIV and asked 

- +  about the BCT. The response from Mr. Allison was its up and running well. In Bobby's opinion 
the BCT had been engulfed by the PT and that no BCT meetings have been held. He had 
concerns over where is the split in responsibilities between the BCT and the PT. 

After discussion among the members it was left that the BCT does exist at Charleston and that 
how it hnctions is up to the members. 

Prior to adjournment two statements were brought to the table: 

1) Todd requested that Sandy Reagan (Ensafe) be able to attend the November PT 
meeting. She is in management at Ensafe and will be assisting Todd in resolving his needs. PT 
consensus passed on agreement for Sandy to attend 

2) A statement was also made that Doyle wasn't wearing a tie. Good for you Doyle! ! 

The meeting was adjourned with the next meeting on November 12 and 13. 



Naval Base CharIeston Project Team Meeting 
OCTOBER 22 and 23,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

NAME ORGANIZATION 
Tony Hunt SOUTHDIV 
Brian Stockmaster SOUTHDAr 
Johnny Tapia SCDHEC 
Todd Haverkost E/A&H 
Bobby Dearhart DETCHASN 
Doyle Brittain USEPA 
Ann Ragan SCDHEC 
Paul Bergstrand SCDHEC 
Daryle Fontenot SOUTHDN 
Dave Backus E/A&H 

Cecile Lacey Galileo 
(facilitator) 

PHONE 
(803) 820-5525 
(803) 820-748 1 
(803) 896-4179 
(803) 884-0029 
(803) 743-2821 
(404) 562-8549 
(803) 734-472 1 
(803) 896-4016 
(803) 820-5607 
(901) 372-7962 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 856-0 107 
(803) 743-0174 
(404) 562-85 18 
(803) 734-5407 
(803) 896-4002 
(803) 820-5563 
(901) 372-2454 



U N I T E D  STATES E N V I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T I O N  A G E N C Y  

REGION I V  

345 C O U R T L A N D  STREET. N E 
I 

A T L A N T A .  GEORGIA 30365 

, 

November 26, 1996 
1 *-*-1i 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: October 30, 1996, Ecological Assessment Meet'hg A 
FROM: D o y l o T . ~ r - i f ~ . ~  

Senior Reme ~akPr ! 

TO: Naval Base Charleston Project Team (See Addressees Below) 

Attached is a copy of the minutes from the subject meeting. I received comments from only two 
peopIe so I assume silence is consent from everyone else. 

Attachment 

Addressees 

Dave Backus 
Paul Bergstrand 
Earl R. Dearhart 
Daryle Fontenot 
Todd ~ i i e r k o s t  
Tony Hunt 
Cecile Lacey 
Ann Ragan 
Sandy Reagan 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Kevin Tunstall 

Prrnted uri Recycled Pnpflr 



MINUTES OF OCTOBER 3 0, 199 6 
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT MEETING 

ATTENDEES 

Tony Hunt, SOUTNDIV, 803-820-5525 
Jim Speakman, EnSafe, 901-372-7962 
Todd Haverkost, EnSafe, 803-884-0029 
Sandy Reagan, EnSafe, 423-693-3623 
David L. Trimrn, EnSafe, 904-479-4595 
Doyle T. Brittain, EPA, 404-562-8549 
Joan DuPont, EPA, 404-562-9228 
Johnny Tapia, SCDHEC, 803-896-4179 

1. In the RFI Report, bring the reader to closure on 
discussions of ecological risk. 

2. In the RFI Report, carry the sub-zone conclusion thru to 
each AOC/SWMU within that sub-zone. 

3 .  In the RFI Report, be careful with the language that we use 
to describe ecological risks beyond Phase 2. 

4. In the RFI Report, avoid ncaveats.fl 

5, Consider the groundwater and surface water interaction in 
the ecological risk assessment, 

6. Comments related to mean concentration in Zone H will be 
incorporated into the RFI Reports for Zones A, C, and I. 

SPECIFIC 

S u b - m e  H-t 

1. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 is not needed. 

3. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 

Sub-zone H - 2  

I. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 is not needed. 

3. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 



4. In designing the CMS, consider the impact on ecological risk 
down gradient. 

5. In the CMS - not the RFI - review the Interim Measure and 
its impact on ecological risk. 

6. In the RFI Report, explain the elevated contamination at 
SWMU 121. Consider this contamination in the CMS. 

yard Creek 

1. Indications are that the contamination from two samples is 
not from Naval Base Charleston. This contamination will be 
further investigated as a part of the Zone J RFI. 

1. Phase 3 not necessary. 

2. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 

1. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 is not needed. 

3. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 

4. Consider this Sub-zone in conjunction with the Zone J RFI. 

5. There is no link to any AOC or SWMU in Zone H. 

6. Go back to a well with no contamination and screen it for 
potential contaminant migration. 

1. There are no areas for ecological concern. 

2. No additional work is necessary, based on ecological risk. 

1. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 ia not needed. 

3. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 

4. Consider transport from this Sub-Zone in the Zone J RFI. 



1. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 is not needed, if the copper and zinc contamination 
in the surface soil is restricted to the vicinity of the 
AOCs . 

3. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS, 

4. Explain the chlordane contamination in relation to the 
hazardous waste sites. 

1. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 is not needed. 

3. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 

4. Address groundwater issues here. 

1. In the CMS - not the RFI - review the Interim Measure work 
and its impact on ecological risk. 

2. Collect approximately two more surface soil samples. Use 
these data in the ecological risk assessment, the RFI 
Report. 

3 ,  In the Zone J RFI, look for transport from Sub-Zone C-1. 

4 .  In the RFI Report, mention that the coal pile has been 
removed so the source for future releases has been 
eliminated. 

5. Check the drainage ditches as a migration pathway. Explain 
this in the R F I  Report. 

6 .  Contingent upon the results of the extra soil samples to be 
taken, Phase 3 might not be necessary and ecological risk 
might not be a driver for CMS. 

7 .  Phase 3 not necessary. 

8. Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 



Sub-Zone C - 2  

1. Check on the mean metals concentrations in surface soil and 
their effects on fauna and vegetation. 

2. Contingent upon the results of the mean metals 
concentrations check, Phase 3 might not be necessary and 
ecological risk might not be a driver for CMS. 

Sub-zone C - 3  

1. Phase 2 has been completed. 

2. Phase 3 is not needed. 

3, Ecological risk is not a driver for CMS. 

Sub-Zone A-3 

1. Joan DuPont has not completed her review of this RFI Report. 

2. David Trimrn will give Joan DuPont information which she can 
use to draw conclusions on ecological risk for this Sub- 
Zone. 

3 .  Joan DuPont will review the draft Zone A RFI Report and the 
extra information provided by David ~rimrn. 

4. David Trim and Joan DuPont will discuss the results; Joan 
DuPont will provide information needed to complete the RFI 
Report and design the CMS. 

1. See attached. 

2 .  SCDHEC and EPA will delay sending comments on the draft 
Zones A and H RFI Reports, currently under review by SCDHEC 
and EPA, until Naval Base Charleston submits revised pages 
on the Ecological Risk Assessment. EPA has already reviewed 
and submitted comments to SCDHEC on the draft Zones C and I 
RFI Reports. SCDHEC will complete their reviews and submit 
comments to Naval Base Charleston on the draft Zones C and I 
Reports. Naval Base Charleston will submit revised draft 
Zones C and I RFI Reports which will consider the SCDHEC and 
EPA comments and include revised pages on the Ecological 
~ i s k  Assessment. Future RFI Reports will include the 
revisions on Ecological Risk Assessment. 

3 .  David Trim and Joan DuPont will communicate frequently by 
phone, FAX, and in person to ensure the Ecological Risk 



Assessment sections are adequate when future R F I  Reports are 
submitted. 

4. EPA gave to EnSafe an electronic version of the EPA comments 
on the draft Zone L RFI Work Plan, and the draft Zones C and 
I RFI Reports. 

5. EPA coments on the draft Zone J RFI Work Plan were 
discussed. At the November Project Team meeting, the Zone J 
RFI Work Plan will be revised to consider these comments. 

6. Interim Measures actions might be identified and 
acknowledged, but will not be addressed, in the RFI Report. 
Rather, Interim Measures actions will be considered in the CMS. 
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Naval Base Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
November 12 and 13,1996 

1-errder - Johnny Tapia 
Scribc - Bobby Dearhad 

Nmd Iteserve 1teadincs.s C'cnier @ Cummins Industrial Park on Lee& Avcnr~e 

* Nure: RA R begins at 3: 00 - 6: 00 for Presentalion on Risk Assessment &ad ac~ua? meeliltg 
begins at 6:00. 

November 12, 1996 
8:00 - 9:00 Introduction ~oluuiy Tapia 

Ground Rules 
Revise Agenda 
Prioritize Agenda 
Define Objectives of Meeting 
Review Minutes and Action Items from October 
Meetings 

9:00 - 10:OO PreRAJ3 Presentation (Discussion) v q l c  Fonton01 
10:OO - 10: 15 Break 
10: 15 - 1 1 :00 Zone D 60% Review (r,isCllS~doII)  odd Ilaverkiost 

I 1 :00 - 1290 Zone B 90% Review (Df~cussion) Dave Backus 

12:OO- 1:00 Lunch 
1 : 00 - 3 :00 Zone E 90% Review (Coutininued) (ufscu$s/~n) Unve Wkrn 

Noventber 13, 1996 I- 8:00 - 8:30 Post RAB Meeting Critique fl>iscussion) f O ~ I U I ~  Tapb 
8 3 0  - 9% Dackground Organics (Decision) ' ~ W L Y  HUIII 

9:45 - 10:OO Break 
1Q:QO - 1 1 : 00 Academia Involvement @kcision) Tony 1 b i 1  

11:OO - 1 1 : l O  Break 
1 1 : 10 - 12:OO IM Status (Injormatfon) Kewn 'n~nstnll 
32:OO- 1.00 Lunch 
hh (informairron) ~ n x y l c  Fontcnol 

37 -:00 - 2:30 Risk Education for W A  * 
@ectslon) l'aul  ergs strand 

2:30 - 2:45 B r d  
2:45 - 3: 15 Neb- Meeting Johmv %piu 

Date, Tirne, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Items and Parking Lot 
Set November Codhence Cdl 

3: 15 - 4:00 Close-out and Wrap-up CmiIc Laocy 





Naval Base Charleston Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

November 12 and 13,1996 
~.. 

List of attendees is attached. 

Doyle read the Ground Rules. 

Agenda changes for the meeting were made with the following additions: 
Zone J RFI Workplan 
CMS Discussion 
Building 44 Demolition Discussion 

A proposal was made to change the format of the meeting minutes from the present 
version to a more concise version (decisions and actions). This proposal did not pass 
consensus. 

A request was made by Tony to modify the October 819 minutes. Bobby stated that the 
PT had agreed that the minutes would be final after a one week review period. The 
October minutes have been issued. The following ~Iarifications were requested to be 
noted in the November minutes: 

Tony requested that it be noted that the minutes refiain fiom personal bias such as 
the second sentence on page 7 of the October 819 minutes. 

Ann had speculated that Tier I1 did not want Tier I to justify itself (last sentence on 
page 8 of the October 22/23 minutes). 

Todd introduced Sandy Reagan from Ensafe who is on the executive levei and will be 
assisting Dr. Speakman and Todd in expediting the Charleston effort. 

Wayne Cotton from SOUTHDIV was introduced who will provide a briefing for the 
status of Chicora Tank Fam.  



Status of Action Items From the October PT Meetings 

ACTIONS FROM OCTOBER PT MEETING 
1. *Cornuile information for Tier 11 ERMA reuort. 

1 4. *Determine purpose and history of cement pits 1 Tony is in progress. Sanitary sewer maps have 

STATUS 
Action comolete. 

2. *Review information fiom Todd for Tier 11 
ERMA report and prepare comments. 

3. *Review dl Zone E catch basins in the IM and 
determine if anv du~lication exists. 

Action complete 

Action complete. 

around AOC 633. 
5. *Provide methodology to  be used at AOC 636 

1 7. *Provide location of Columbia meeting I Action com~lete. 

been reviewed to ,get details. New ECD 12/10. 
To be presented at the 12/10 meeting. 

to locate possible munitions. 
6 .  *Provide motel listing for Columbia meetine. 

1 8. *Review Chapter 8 of Zone H RFI Report for ] Action complete. 

Action com~lete. 

CMS discussion at Columbia meeting. 
9. *Provide Background Organics technical memo 

10. *Resolve permit issues with CSO/RDA 
1 I .  *Provide comments on Academia Involvement 

12. *Review Cecil Field Mission and Vision 
I statement I 

To be discussed during meeting. Final 
memorandum to  be issued by 11/15. Action 
Tonv. - - - -  . 

Working. To be discussed at the 12/10 meeting. 
Handout to be provided. Info-mail to discuss at 
the 12/10 meeting. 
Action complete. 

1 13. *Determine if Mfi results will be discussed. I Action com~lete. Scheduled for 1211 1 
14. #Ensafe review all Eco risk comments from I EPNState. 

Action complete. 

15. #Develop RFI schedule as proposed and 
provide to PT. 

16. #Develop CMS schedule as proposed and 
provide to the PT. 

17. #Provide draft resnonse to ERMA letter. 

Action complete. I 
Action complete I 
Action com~lete. I 

# Action items from October 22 and 23 PT meeting. 

18. #Meet in Atlanta with EPA, State, Ensafe and 
Navy to fix eco risk problem for Zone 4 C ,  H 
and I RFI reports. 

Doyle asked if we put forth a positive statement in the ERMA response on what has been 
accomplished. Bobby stated that the letter has been issued. The letter will be provided to 
the PT members during the meeting. 

Action complete. 

* Action items from October 8 and 9 PT meeting. 



Daryle stated that the RAE3 meeting format would be the shorter version as a test since the 
RAB was in favor of it. 

Wayne Cotton from SOUTHDIV provided the following discussion on Chicora Tank 
Farm status: 

Option 111 is being re-looked at since the abandonment of the waste had been resolved. 
The State would allow a one time exception that this would not be a permitted land fill. 

The RDA still wants total removal. The Navy cannot do total removal and if the RDA 
does not give buy-in then may go back to just abandoning the tanks. During a conference 
call between the Navy and the State, it was discussed to possibly do one tank as a test. 
Funding is still an issue. Brian asked about the magnitude of cost. Wayne was unable to 
discuss since the DET was present and they may be requested to provide a proposal on 
accomplishment of the work. There are still a couple of technical issues with the materials 
use of Positech versus clay and finalizing the solid waste issues. 

Tony stated that if the RDA does not agree with the selected option then they may not 
accept the property. Bobby stated that it can then go out for public sale. 

Brain asked that even with the one time exception will it still have a deed restriction? Ann 
commented that she does not believe so. 

Doyle stated that the Navy was dealing with the RDA and the PT was dealing with the 
RAB. The RAB is on record for agreeing with Option 111. We need to go with the 
RAB's decisions more so than the RDA's. The RAB needs to put pressure on the RDA. 

Wayne stated that even with Option 111 there would be surface buildings, poles , etc. 
BRAC does not allow for improvements to property. 

Ann requested that a meeting be held with the RDA prior to the next RAB. Open dates 
are 1/25, 11/26 and 12/2. Daryle has action to set up a meeting with the RDA and 
Ann, Daryfe and Doyle by 11/20. 

Daryle recommended that the folIowing be provided at the RAB concerning CTF: 
- still looking at options 
- have technical issues to resolve 
- new technical information to consider 
- meeting with DHEC to discuss issues 
- cost for Option I11 is more difficult to evaluate 
- propose presentation at the December RAB meeting 
- the Chicora environmental investigation report is in the repository 



Wayne commented that the RAB did a 180' about face in options in August. Created 
additional probIems for evaluation. 

It was agreed that we need to  be open with the RAB even though it is sometimes not easy, 
there is value in documentation. Cecile suggested that Wayne backup to remind the RAE3 
what was agreed to in August. Be open and honest. 

PT consensus passed on Daryle's recommendation as to what will be presented to the 
R48 

Doyle stated that he had one other issue with Chicora. The RFA stated that there were no 
problems at Chicora. The earlier environmental assessment report stated that there were 
high concentrations of BTEX at the Chicora holding pond. Doyle is concerned that this 
may be a problem. Doyle requested a copy of all reports (does not matter what media or 
regulation covered it) and data summaries. He would like the PT to review and discuss 
the reports. EPA is not comfortable with transferring the property with the current 
information. Do we need to do a RFI on waste oil and high BTEX? Daryle has action 
to provide input on the CTF to Doyle by 11/15. This will be on the agenda for the next 
PT meeting. 

Continuing with the Pre-RAB, the Zone C and I results will be presented with the status 
sheet. Questions will be addressed after the meeting. Todd stated that the C and I 
presentation will present what is in the reports. He is not aware of any information that 
will raise the RAB eyebrows. 

The PT provided updates to the Status Sheet which will be available at the RAB. 

Building 44 Demolition 

Doyle addressed the October 3 1 letter on Building 44 being shifted from an IM to a 
Process Closure. He was not aware of this decision. Brian stated that the PT had agreed 
in the August meeting to handle the Building 44 demolition as a Process Closure and that 
he would address to the State that we were taking action at a site since Building 44 was 
designated as SWMU 25. Johnny also questioned the shift since he had a 1994 letter on 
file that the Process Closure of Building 44 was never approved. Tony stated that the 
1994 Process Closure letter was sent for information not for approval. There was a 
consent order that required closure of the electroplating process and removal of all of the 
tanks. The Navy removed all items that could be potentially contaminated. Johnny has 
the closure certification from the State. Bobby addressed that the Process Closure now 
was to demolish the building and remove the slab. The soil was not to be disturbed. 
Johnny stated that there was a 2000 gallon tank still at Building 44. This must be 
addressed. Bobby stated that the tank was actually an electrical manhole that had cables 
entering it. The Process Closure designated that this was to  be removed also, Johnny 
stated that the District Ofiice must sample the contents of the tank (manhole). He would 



like to tour Building 44 and see the manhole. Bobby stated that the Building 44 Process 
Closure procedure had been sent to EPA and the State for information as requested. 

Zone D 60% RFI Review 

Craig Smith and Amy Stehlin presented the Zone D 60% RFI Review. A handout was 
provided. 

All soil samples have been taken. Two samples have been validated and are in the data 
base. Arsenic was detected in the upper interval which exceeds the industrial RBC. The 
other samples should be validated around Thanksgiving. GW has been sampled and 
locations have been surveyed. 

Doyle asked if it is on schedule, any delays or problems? Amy stated that the RFI is going 
well with no problems. Doyle asked if there was anything unusual chemicaIly that the PT 
should know about? Amy stated that they were not finding much, a few metals at just 
above the industrial RBC. Doyle stated that the absence of contamination is as good 
information as finding contamination. Tony reviewed the goals of the 60% review 
developed at the October PT meeting to ensure they were met. AlI items met. 

Dave stated that there was an issue with the Zone E investigation and how it is relating to 
the Zone D investigation. Along Building 25 (AOC 569) there is a shallow/deep well pair. 
AOC 569 is in Zone E. The wells show that Zone D is upgradient of Zone E (ie GW 
flows D +E). The deep well is contaminated with chloronated solvents. Additional 
wells will be installed in Zone D which will be presented in the 90% review. There 
appears to be a source in Zone D moving towards Zone E. This only appears in the deep 
wells. Cannot pin point a source at this time but could be coming from an old gas station 
that was located at McMillan Avenue. There are no specific AOCs or S W s  being 
investigated in Zone D, only grid based sampling. Dave stated that we have a cross over 
of contamination - hits in Zone E wells coming from Zone D - and wondered what the 
best way to handle it (ie absorb into Zone D investigation?) Doyle and Johnny agreed that 
even if the source is in Zone D then it could be handled in the Zone E investigation and 
report (the boundaries are invisible). The question was asked if the data was being 
compared to surrounding zone backgrounds and do we expect the background to be 
different from other zones? Amy stated that Zone C is more residentidzone E is more 
industrial. Need to develop background fiom Zone D to move on. 

Background Organics 

Tony stated there are two main issues that are driving the determination of background 
organics. First deaIs with the ability to place IDW back on the ground. The concerns are 
that it be protective of human heaIth and the environment. Don't want to exposure 
humanslreceptors to levels above what they are normally exposed. 



Second deals with site assessment - Wide spread background organics are present due to 
urban activity that are driving the risk. Two objectives are hoped to be accomplished: 

1.  Determine which organics are present due to normal urban activity rather than 
Naval industrial activities. 

2. Determine at what levels these are normal to urban activity. 

PAHs are wide spread and variable. The proposal is to develop firnits for carcinogenic 
PAHs. Doyle asked if this was being done at the exclusions of others - do non- 
carcinogens come under the memorandum? Todd stated that benzo-a-pyrene is the main 
problem. The most obvious compounds have been picked out to provide a procedure that 
could be applied to others. 

Doyle stated that the term background organics is used fiom virgin petroleum to  
carcinogens. Need to give accurate focus. Tony stated that the focus is on BEQs because 
there is scientific literature available that documents the presence of PAHs as common 
urban contaminants. There are other contaminants that are wide spread but there is a lack 
of available information. The key is to develop a methodology to calculate background 
organic levels given the fact that the PAH presence is widespread. We acknowledge that 
the presence is not ubiquitous. 

Todd stated that the technical memorandum would explain why the BEQs are so wide 
spread and present three best approaches to statistically calculating background. The PT 
will select the method that they are most comfortable. 

Paul stated concern that positive hits would fall off since they were below screening 
values. Hits will not appear except on data sheets not addressed in the RFI reports. 
Doyle asked why the lost values were important since they don't play in the risk 
evaluation. Paul does not want to discard/discount values until they have been recorded in 
a table and reviewed. He does not want input that just summarizes hits above risk values 
and does not present a11 that is found. Todd stated that the Zone H RFI report provided 
summary tables by sample point that shows everything that was detected. Some data may 
not be specifically addressed in the report but the data is not lost. Dave stated that this 
provides a scientific means for the PT to make decisions with all of the data captured. 

Doyle stated that this could be a screening tool to know when to stop sampling - answer 
the question when is enough data enough? Dave agrees that this is a good tool, but the 
permit requires sampling to extent. 

Tony has action to issue the Technical Memorandum by 11/15. The PT has action 
to review the Technical Memorandum for the next PT meeting on 12/10. 



RDA Risk Education 

Paul presented the following: 

Goal: To educate the RDA about environmental risk assessment decisions and 
property transfer. 

Problem: RDA expects unrestricted use and speedy transfer. 
Proposal: Involve the RDA rn again in dialogue to avoid conflict. Need to 

explain how the PT arrives at decisions, what a decision means to the 
RDA and get the RDA to accept the decision. 

The BEST committee developed a reuse plan for the Base in early 1993. They did not 
listen to regulator input. The BEST expected the Base to be cleaned to pristine levels for 
unrestricted reuse. They did not listen if what was being said was not what they wanted to 
hear. 

The RDA has redefined unrestricted use to mean the availability to develop. If the PT 
educates the RDA, the PT must explain why controls must be in place (ie SWMU 9 will 
not be dug up). 

Bottom line is that it is up to the RDA to accept and meet all legal requirements. 

Doyle stated that it is the PT's responsibility to ensure that property is environmentally 
suitable for reuse. Based on past experience the RDA will use political pressure to get 
what they want. 

Should this be presented to the RDA now? Doyle recommended that the PT wait until 
there is a specific case. 

PT consensus passed to involve the RDA again in dialogue on environmental risk 
assessments to avoid conflict, but wait for a specific case The staff will be educated 
first, and the Board will be briefed second if necessary. 

CMS 

Dave got the dates from Robert Moser taken from the CAMP and used the Zone B 
schedule as an example. Doyle needs the schedule to Iineup EPA support. Dave has the 
dates and can provide them to Tony to put into the Excel spreadsheet. 

Doyle asked if "wiggIe room" had been built into the dates so dates can be met with some 
flexibility. Doyle also wanted to know if the zones had been grouped as discussed in the 
Columbia meeting. Todd stated that we had agreed on a Comprehensive CMS Workplan 
at Columbia with each site being added as an addendum. 



Doyle asked how are the dates reflected in the CAMP? Are there any changes? Todd 
stated yes based on the RFI Reports. Tony added that the RFI/CMS schedule is 
essentially the new CAMP. There is concern that the dates must allow for 
surprises/unexpected issues such as the contamination identified in the Zone D 60% RFI 
review. 

Tony has action to revise the schedule dates on the RFVCMS by 11/15. Tony has 
action to revise the CAMP dates by 11/22. 

PT consensus passed that dates are accepted using the same rules and guidelines 
identified in Columbia on October 22. 

Academia Involvement 

Tony provided a handout. This will help towards the CMS and fate and transport of 
contaminants in the environment. 

There are 3 reasons the Navy is interested in academia involvement: 
opportunity to add creditability from local scientific input and share results of 
their studies 
public relations having local institutions involved by cleaning up the Base and 
supporting academia study 
supporting diagnostic methods in assessment of remediation in scientific fields 
which may result in a less conservative site decision by providing more 
information which results in less uncertainty 

PT action to review proposals and provide comments to Tony by 12/4. Comments to 
be discussed a t  the 1211 0 meeting. 

ZONE B RFI R e ~ o r t  Discussion 

Todd stated that it was agreed to submit the Zone B RFI Report without an approval 
meeting. In revising the report Ensafe ran into three comments that are sticking points. 
These are programmatic in how data is being collected and presented. Todd has all of the 
results in the appendix. Not provided in the body of the report due to the magnitude of 
the data. The results were mapped using risk as a common denominator. The risk maps 
provide an understanding of the extent of contamination. Also a table was developed that 
lists all components that add to risk. 

Paul stated that the real concern was identifjrlng the extent of contamination. The report 
speaks to average and mean. Wants to be able to pick up the report and see that this is the 
extent of contamination. Not sure where the results of the sampling occurs. How can this 
be resolved without starting over? 



Doyle stated that the RFI identifies 3 categories of sites: 
I )  essentially dean - transfer 
2) obviously dirty -CMS 
3) questionable - more samples; decisions; CMS; GRAY. 

When it comes to transferring property must identify what is clean and what is not. Must 
identify the boundary. What will it take to get to this point? Todd responded that if it is 
based on risk we are there today. The risk maps show sample point limitations, 
recognizing the constraints in connecting dots. Todd considers we could identify clean 
areas now. 

Paul needs to know what is dean and what is dirty. No risk maps were included in the 
Zone B report. This may be a problem. The risk versus concentrations of chemical 
constituents is presently being looked at as risk. Risk maps will be provided in the revised 
Zone B RFI Report. Contamination on Base is heterogeneous in nature and 
concentration. True background may never be able to be identified. 

Concern that reuse is known for now, but 20 years from now there is no telling. 
Information can be determined by what is in the report now. Solution is to include risk 
maps both industrial and residential as well as a table. The table is COPCs and does not 
address NDs or < RBCs. 

The question was asked as to how the data is being screened? The magnitude of the data 
is overwhelming - Zone A had greater than 6000 pieces of data. 

Dave stated that Ensafe needs to let the State see how data is screened to show the 
relativity of the risk maps. 

It was agreed that the Zone B RFI Report will be finalized the same as the Zone H RFI 
Report with minor twiking. 

HESS Tank Farm 

A letter from HESS was passed out concerning sampling that had been performed. Note 
that the letter indicates that free product was discovered during sampling. This was 
provided to the PT as information. 



Post-RAB Critique 

The PT provided the following observations fiom the November 12& RAB meeting: 

PLUS 
Risk assessment presentation good 
Doyle helped/supported 
Good presentation on Zones C & I 
Handout material for Zones C & I very 
helphl 

Suggestion: 
Make RAB aware of the documents available 
and opportunity to comment. 

Opened the door for the RDA to add 
sampling of the dredge material disposal 
area. 
SWMU 39 not brought up 
No public involvement (meet closer to Base) 
Not room for all RAB members 
Navy should speak up in support of Ensafe 
on policy issues 
EPA does not agree on Navy's interpretation 
of regulations applying to dredge material 
disposal area 
Disconnect of RAB from tasks on the Base 
Uncomfortable with new format of RAB 
meeting 
Need assistance with visuals 

Zone E 90% WZ Progress Review 

The Zone E 90% RFI Progress review was provided by Greg Temple. A handout was 
provided. 

No problems that require deviation fiom the workplan have been encountered. The Zone 
E investigation has run much smoother than anticipated. 

I. SoiVGW monitoring is complete. 103 1 soil samples 
188 monitoring wells (130 shallow, 58 deep) 

Most of the second round sampling has occurred on the western boundary of Zone E. 
Second round monitoring wells complete 10128. Wells installed to help determine GW 
flow due to the bamers that interfere with the flow such as piling, fill, and other 
structures. 

Doyle reemphasized that zone boundaries have no real meaning. Disregard the boundaries 
and investigate the plume. Keep the PT aware of what is happening to help with making 
decisions. Johnny asked if the PT should reach consensus on the changing of boundaries 
especially since the Zone E and Zone D investigation is affected. Todd and Dave have no 
problems contractually or otherwise. 



PT consensus passed on including the Zone D contantination in the Zone E 
investigation and document in the RFI reports. This applies to any zone where this 
may occur. 

Nature and extent have been determined. Soil - inorganics, SVOC 
GW - inorganics, organics 

No surprises in what was found. The question was posed if it is feasible to continue 
sampling since the contamination is so widely spread. Contributions of contaminants may 
not be able to be attributed to a single site since the sites are so compact. BEQs and 
arsenic are wide spread - all over the Base. Dave stated that this ties directly into the 
organic background proposal previously discussed. How far do we want to  go trying to  
tie organics down? May be prudent to  reduce sampling for contaminants that are 
homogeneous. Doyle recommended Ensafe propose what is prudent and identi@ the 
location of additional samples. Mark Bowers asked if zero was an option? Doyle replied 
yes , but the basis for this should be substantiated. Dave stated that the remainder of the 
presentation would show that there are enough samples to  go with the input. Johnny 
stated that the technical memorandum will define the levels and determine when to stop 
sampling. The organics background technical memorandum for Zone H will be distributed 
11/11. 

Greg stated that arsenic is a COPC at very few areas based on the levels established and 
the exposure potential. Possible sources of the high BEQs may be Building 32, old coal 
storage area south of Building 32, treated piles in the ground, he1 powered equipment 
used inside the industrial area, and the asphalted areas. Doyle stated that this is a very 
important point to be established, relating high concentrations to piles and other sources in 
the area in making risk management decisions. This will help explain the high 
concentrations. A BEQ background risk analysis should be done since this is so wide 
spread. 

11. Existing surface conditions - Greg explained that = 120 acres in Zone E and almost all 
of it is covered with asphalt or concrete for the last 50 years. There is very little soil, 
grass or gravel. 

111. Risk/Hazard - Figures have been developed under different scenarios of risk. 
Soil - residential very conservative 

industrial more realistic 

The difference is that Zone E is extensive industrial which is much different from the other 
zones. Risk is minimal at the majority of the sites even under the conservative scenario. 
The use of risk maps will reduce the need to present redundant paper work. Data is 
available on all samples taken. 

A revised grouping format is being used. This results in sites being grouped from 77 to 49 
based on proximity. The RFI Report wiil provide figures showing samples and cumulative 
risk. Table will be provided showing grouping by sample number, and COPC by actual 



result, HQ by parameter, % of parameter that contributes to HI and risk, and the 
cumulative risk and HI. These tables will be provided for both residential and industrial 
scenarios. There will also be a Comprehensive RGO (Remedial Goals Option) Equivalent 
table for residential and industrial as part of the risk characterization mapping. 

Over 95% of the Zone E is covered with no exposure path. Mark Bowers stated that the 
risk is based on the covering removed and some blanket assumptions such as someone is 
chemically exposed at that fixed point. 

IV. Revised Risk Format Approach - The use of GIs was explained. Issues, Objectives, 
Technical Issues, Purpose & Benefits, and Exceptions to the Revised Format were 
presented as outlined in the handout. 

Bobby asked why SWMU 54 was not on the exception list since it was an exposed area? 
Mark responded that an LM had been accomplished there and therefore didn't fall into this 
category. 

Mark stated that there was an RFI modification dealing with RGOs. The Zone E area is 
95% covered. There is a basic assumption that is being made - a11 surface features have 
been removed and the risk assessment will be based on this. The permit requires site 
specific RGOs prior to going into the CMS. No site specific RGOs will be specifically 
identified. Most of the risk assessment is hypothetical since there is no existing pathway. 
RGO is a definite point and does not consider risk reduction overall. A Comprehensive 
RGO Equivalent table will be provided. 

Doyle stated that we must go through the permit requirements on risk assessment. 
Perform a risk assessment for both industrial and residential for the uncovered scenario 
and then provide supporting information for the risk management which comes later. 
Kevin and Sandy stated that we must meet the regulatory requirements of the permit. 
Dave stated that was not opposed to doing risk assessment but wanted to limit the amount 
of information necessary. Wants to develop trust and allow Ensafe to show the results. 
For the exceptions a hI1 risk assessment would be performed. Doyle and Sandy 
commented that it is not a matter of trust but more an issue of understanding. 

Mark continued with discussion of the technical approach stating that the riskfhazard 
estimates would use COPCs. Paul question if background concentrations can be affected 
by the operations on the Base that this may create a moving target for COPCs? 
Concerned that this had been an industrial site for so long that use of COPCs for 
background could pose a problem. Mark stated that this had been recognized but that the 
process had to move on. Background levels in Zone H were very conservative. Paul 
concerned how this would be explained to someone who is not familiar with it. 

Paul asked if the ResidentiaI Surface Soil Risk and the Residential Surface Soil Hazard 
could be presented on an overlay to show a combination of both risk and hazard? Mark 
stated that this could be done and used in the risk management. 



Johnny asked why risk and hazard were only being done for surface and GW? Why not 
subsurface where a building or slab could be removed? Mark stated that just removing all 
of the cover was a major jump - considering subsurface would be of major magnitude. 
Dave stated that this may be possible. The RDA asked Doyle about this concerning utility 
work. Dave asked how many different scenarios can / should be looked at? The question 
was asked what if a slug of subsurface contamination was found would it be addressed? 
The response was - yes. 

The Zone E investigation is ahead. Ted Simon was involved in the data presentation 
format. This is an abbreviated format to make decisions. The process is there. Soil to 
water transfer will be handled more in the traditional manner. 

Paul stated that if the risk / hazards estimates are calculated at each sample location based 
on cover being removed (ie surface soil exposure) that it is very important in presenting to 
the RAE3 all assumptions to make it very clear. 

Mark summarized the modified format (attached). 

Mark stated that this format was being used at non-DoD activities, especially DOE. This 
helps to identi@ risk / risk reduction. Sandy stated that she is from DOE and that they 
were looking at the big picture - risk based vice concentration based or  calculated 
numbers. This wiil make it easier to demonstrate to the public by keeping details available 
but presenting a summary. Doyle asked if there are any DOE facilities in EPA Region IV 
using this (ie has Elmer Akin agreed to this format). Doyle asked if Mark would discuss 
this with Elmer and obtain his buy-in. This wiII impact other Region IV sites. 

Mark has action to discuss the revised process with Elmer Akin by 12/10. Tony has 
action to provide the organic background technical memorandum to Elmer Akin by 
11/15. 

Johnny asked if this approach has been used at any DOE sites? Sandy said it is used at the 
EXD facility at Oakridge, Tennessee. 

Paul stated that we need to keep in mind who this was being provided for - 
PublicfRDAIRAB . 

Consensus passed to pursue the use of the refurmatted approach contingent on 
reviewers agreenzents 

Doyle has several concerns: 
1) Second bullet under issues, 1" page of handout - Considers a Baseline Risk 

Assessment (BRA) should be done for both residential and industrial. Mark replied that 
the potential for exposure pathways would be used - no exposure path, no risk. With the 
cover taken away there is an infinite number of scenarios. A point risk assessment has 
been accomplished using site specifics. This allows future evaluation if area is exposed. 



BRA is being accomplished point by point vice site wise which meets all regulatory 
requirements. 

2) Technical issues, #3 - Need to define what was done conservatively - ie 
concrete removed. Concerned that this implies risk management when we need to  do a 
solid risk assessment. For the exceptions there is an exposure pathway since there is no 
cover. This can be assessed in the traditional manner. 

Paul commented on the second bullet under Purpose/Benefits - Are there only going to be 
maps that show risk? Is there a map that delineates very high concentrations? Greg 
showed a map that does this - only maps that contribute significantly to risk. 

Paul also asked that maps be provided where MCLs are exceeded. Ensafe agreed to  do 
this. Paul stated even though GW is not used for drinking it must be addressed. Greg 
pointed out that it is addressed. 

Johnny asked how will this new approach comply with the new permit? Tony stated that 
the permit application will provide what the Navy would like to see in the model language. 
Todd stated that the Comprehensive RFI Workplan was written around the new permit 
language. 

Doyle stated that a BRA should be done for all sites that have an exposure pathway (ie 
SWMU 54 had a pathway but was not listed since the PET has performed an TM). 

Johnny stated that ARARs are not to be used - these should be MCLs. 

PT consensus passed that the Zone E RFI Report format streamlines the RFI reporting 
process consistent with regulatory pernzit requirentents, contingent with the 
concurrence of EInzer Akin and State technical review parties. 

V. Effects of IM Removal Actions - 
Doyle asked how the IMs were being handled in the RFI reports? It was agreed in 

Atlanta that Ensafe should not revise reports at IM sites, but note in the report that an IM 
is being performed or scheduled. The report would only show what Ensafe had 
determined during the investigation. Greg Temple stated that a method needs to be 
developed to feed the results of the lMs back into the RFI. Doyle stated that IMs are 
ways to reduce migration of contamination. Even though an LM has been performed, 
steps for site assessment must be accomplished. Still need to accomplish the risk 
assessment based on Ensafe's sampling. The results of the IM can be addressed in the 
CMS. This supports why an IM is accomplished. 

Dave asked what if the risk assessment shows that the IM did not need to be 
accomplished? Doyle stated that EPA would tell the truth. Would rather cleanup a clean 
area vice let a contaminated area go uncleaned and continue contaminating the 
environment. 



PT consensus passed that IM sites will be reported in the RFZ report as if no action has 
been taken and the RFZ data reflects the "Baseline Condition". The Report will 
indicate if an IM has occurred Impact of the IM sites will be addressed in the CMS 

Paul stated that he thought that confirmatory sampling would be accomplished in the M. 
Kevin stated that this would be on a case by case basis. Johnny stated that the CMS could 
also take care of any required confirmatory sampling. 

VI. Fate and Transport was presented. 

Dave was asked if this new format would impact any schedules or cost. Dave stated that 
he did not see any impacts at this point. As stated earlier, Zone E is going well. 

Based on the Zone E 90% presentation need to decide if any additional samples are 
required in Zone E. PT consensus passed that no additional sampling was needed in 
Zone E except where contanrinntion is indicated coming from Zone D. 

Zone J Approval 

Jay Cornelius provided a handout. Summary of State and EPA Zone J comment 
agreement follows: 

States comment - State agreed to Ensafe resolution. 

EPA comments: 
General (1) resolved 

(2) noted 
Specific (1) resolved 

(2) resolved 
(3) agreed to resolution - requires action 
(4) resolved 
(5) resolved 
(6)  resolved 
(7) resolved 

Ensafe has action to incorporate changes to Zone J RFI Workplan for comment 
resolution by 11/18 and submit to the State and EPA by 11/20. 

DHECIEPA have action to provide approval by 11/27. 

Ensafe action to issue final workplan by 12/9. 



IM Status 

Kevin provided the following IM status: 
SWMU 83 (building 9) 80% complete (process closure) 
SWMU 8 (oil sludge pits) collecting samples 
AOC 503 (UXO) clearing brush for Indian Head survey 
AOC 653 (hobby shop) excavation complete awaiting SOUTHDIV direction 
AOC 159 (package shop) excavation found chrysene awaiting SOUTHDIV direction 
AOC 626 (via duct) pigging lines expect to start excavation in December 
Bldg 44 (process closure) at SOUTHDIV for review. Doyle says this is a unilateral 

decision. If want EPA/State review will do. 
SWMU 617, AOC 63 5 (old corral) in State and EPA review 
AOC 574 (tank at building 9) in State and EPA review 
SWMU 5 (battery cracking area) to State and EPA this week 
SWMU 14 (chemical disposal pond) to State and EPA this week 

BobbyIKevin action to review Building 68 as possible IM by 1/14. 

Cecile's Evaluation 

Accomplishments: 
v Team continues to have good preparation for the RAB 
v Team made good preliminary effort to develop mission and vision statements; will 
finalize in December. 

v Team came to consensus on the following: 
- How to increase confidence in team's risk assessment decisions 
- Finalized CMS schedule which will be reff ected in revision of CAMP dates 
- State's comments on Zone B, resulted in PT agreement to include maps and 

tables to satis@ State's needs in the hture 
- Streamlined zone report formats beginning with Zone E, resulting in time and 

cost savings 
- Method of reporting IMs in RFI reports and including in CMS 
- No further sampling needed in Zone E; final report to be prepared 
- Responses to comments on Zone J workplan 

Suggestions for improvement: 
- Conversations occur outside the PT between limited PT members, the result of 

which effects other PT members, and is held until the next PT meeting resulting in 
potential conflicts and unnecessary surprises. 

- All PT members are not participating, and sometimes not paying attention to  all 
PT discussions. This causes unnecessary delay when a decision is needed. PT members 
need to repeat what has already been discussed. 



- PT continues to desire extensive minutes, yet they do not review, or remember 
the contents of the minutes causing them to reopen previously closed issues. PT should 
consider summary of minutes highlighting the decisions. 

- PT needs to make better effort to adhere to time allotted per agenda item. It was 
suggested last month to reconsider appointing a gate-keeper. 

- There are too many side conversations during the PT meeting. There may be 
some relevant comments that are not being shared with the PT. 

- D u e  to the size of the team, members shouId raise their hands before commenting 
or asking questions. This will help to ensure all PT members' questions and comments are 
addressed. 

- PT should consider a 1 1/2 to 2 day devoted training session on Management and 
Planning Tools. It was suggested for February locally. 

- PT should begin developing team members' roles and responsibilities. 
- PT should consider attending SC State Tier I1 Partnering training in January. 

RAB Meeting Comments: 
- Presentation on risk assessment was well received by RAB, and was a good lead 

into presentation on Zones C and I. 
- Presentation on Zones C and I were the result of a draft report that all PT 

members had not had time to review prior to this presentation. In order that the PT be 
more prepared to respond to questions, it should be determined whether all PT members 
have reviewed the report, if not, the presentation should be postponed. It was also 
suggested that such draft reports be reviewed jointly by all PT members at a PT meeting 
which would eliminate problems and better prepare PT for questions. Also, the final 
approval on the report should occur without incidence, 

- PT continues to be concerned about the lack of public interest and attendance. 

Next Meeting 

December 1 oLh, 1 I&, and 1 2 ~ .  
Location to be determined 
Leader - Ann Ragan 

Agenda items: 
Background Organics Technical Memorandum 
MBTI 
Comprehensive CMS Workplan Scope 
Zone K RFI 30% Review 
Zone A RFI Report Approval 
Zone H RFI Report Approval 
Zone L RFI Workplan Approval 
Zone D RFI 90% Review 
Zone F RFI 60% Review 
Zone G RFI 60% Review 

(Decision) 
(Trainin@ 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 
(Decision) 

Tony Hunt 

Cecile Lacey 
Robert Moser 
Lawson Anderson 

L a w n  Anderson 

Todd Haverkost 

Jack Maylield 
Craig Smith 

Craig Smith 

Craig Smith 



CTF Holding Pond Review 
Academia Involvement 
AOC 636 Strategy 
AOC 633 Concrete Pits 
Mission and Vision Statement 

(Discussion) Daryle Fontenot 

(Decision) TOII~  H U ~  

(Decision) Kevin Tunstall 

(irnformafion) Tony Hunt 
(Discussion) Cecile h c e y  



Action Items From November 121h and 13 '~  Meeting 

ACTION 
1. Meet with RDA to discuss Chicora Tank Farm 
2. Provide inplii on environmental investigations at CTF to Doyle 
3.  Issue Background Organic technical memorandum 
4. Review Background Organic technical memorandum for 

December PT discussion 
5. Revise RFLfCMS schedule dates 
6 .  Revise CAMP dates based on RFVCMS schedule 
7. Review Academia Proposals for discussion at December PT 

meeting 
8. Provide comments on academia involvement to Tony 
9. Prepare Fact Sheet on RAB OSHA concerns 
10. Discuss risk process with Elmer Akin 
1 1. Provide Background Organic technical memorandum to Elmer 

Akin 
12. Incorporate changes to Zone J RFI workplan 
13. Submit Zone J RFI workplan to State and EPA 
14. Provide Zone J RFI workplan approval 
15. Issue final Zone J RFI workplan 
16. Review Building 68 for possible A4 
17. Breakout steps for 30/60/90% reviews for PT 
18. Schedule 1 112 - 2 day management planning tool training 
19. Develop PT member roles and responsibilities 
20. Determine purpose and history of cement pits around AOC 

63 3 
2 1. Provide methodology to be used at AOC 636 to locate 

possible munitions. 
22. Resolve permit issues with CSOLRDA 

ECD 
TBD 
11/15 
11/15 
12/10 

11/15 
11/22 
12/10 

1 214 
12/10 
1211 0 
1 111 5 

11/18 
11/20 
11/27 
1219 
12/10 
1/14 
TBE 
TBE 
12/10 

12/10 

12/10 

ASSIGNED TO 
Daryle 
Daryle 
Tony 
Team 

Todd 
Tony 
Team 

Team 
Daryle 
Mark Bowers 
Tony 

Todd 
Todd 
StateEPA 
Todd 
Bobby 
Bobby 
Team 
Team 
Tony 

Kevin 

Daryle 



NAME 
Tony Hunt 
Brian Stockmaster 
Johnny Tapia 
Todd Haverkost 
Kevin Tunstall 
Bobby Dearhart 
Doyle Brittain 
Ann Ragan 
Paul Bergstrand 
Daryle Fontenot 
Dave Backus 
Cecile Lacey 
(facilitator) 

Sandy Reagan 
Craig Smith 
Amy Stehlin 
Wayne Cotton 
Mark Bowers 
Greg Temple 
Jay Cornelius 

Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
November 12 and 13,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

ORGANIZATION 
SOUTHDIV 
SOUTHDIV 
SCDHEC 
WA&H 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 
SCDHEC 
SOUTHD w 
EIA&H 
Galileo 

WA&H 
E/A&H 
WABH 
SOUTHDIV 
E/A&H 
E/A&H 
EIABH 

PHONE 
(803) 820-5525 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 



Exposure Assessment 

Exposure Setting 

Potentially Exposed Populations 

Exposure Pathways 

Exposure Point Concentrations 

Quantification of Exposure 

Toxicity Assessment 

Risk Characterization 

site-specific tables and summary text 

Omit in Part, Replace in Part 

Omit - Descriptive information will be provided 
in earlier sections; risk assessment related details 
will be included in the generic text (Section 6) 

Omit - Descriptive information will be provided 
in earlier sections; risk assessment related details 
will be included in the generic text (Section 6) 

Omit - Descriptive information will be provided 
in earlier sections; risk assessment related details 
will be included in the generic text (Section 6) 

Replace - Individual sample location 
concentrations are applied in fixed point 
risklhazard estimates 

Replace - Master remedial goals table will be 
derived for all COPCs from standard exposure 
assumptions(RiskCharacterization); identical 
information imbedded in assumptions underlying 
remedial goal values used to construct maps 

Toxicity Assessment - Identical information will 
be provided in the form of a single master table 
for toxicity values and a comprehensive 
toxicological briefs section 

Replace - Point riskhazard estimate maps for 
each applicable receptor/medium/pathway/ mode 
of action combination will be provided; 
Comprehensive site-specific tables will 
accompany maps showing COPCs, 
concentrations, and risklhazard contributions on 
a direct and percentage basis. 

L. 



NOTES: 
Additional maps will be provided which will exclude common anthropogenic (BEQ) and naturafly- 
occurring (As, Be) chemicals which are identified as significant contributors to risk andlor hazard at 
SWMUsIAOCs across the zone. 

Summary of Proposed RE"! Formst Madifimti~ns 
for NavsI Base Chariestan Zone E 

.- 

Traditional I Praposed 1 

. Exceptions: Those sites which are not currently covered with concrete, asphalt andlor buildings and 
provide legitimate current potential for soil andlor groundwater pathway completion will be handled in 
the traditional manner UNLESS the Shipyard Detachment has performed remedial action. 

Risk Uncertainty 

Risk Summary 

Remedial Goal Options 

Lead related issues will be addressed through maps which plot exceedances of ARARs or IEUBK 
derived thresholds for children, adults and future site workers. 

Risk Uncertainty - Identical information will be 
provided in a manner which avoid ,reedless 
repetition where the same factors affect multiple 
sites. 

Risk Summary - A comprehensive narrative 
discussion will be drafted to discuss primary 
riskhazard contributors on a site (or group) 
specific basis. 

Omit - Comprehensive RGO equivalent table 
will be constructed as part of the risk 
characterization mapping step described above. 



Action Items From November 1 2 ' ~  and 13Ih Meeting 

ACTION 
h 

1. Meet with RDA to discuss Chicora Tank Farm 
2. Provide input on environmental investigations at CTF to Doyle 
3.  Issue Background Organic technical memorandum 
4. Review Background Organic technical memorandum for 

December PT discussion 
5. Revise RFUCMS schedule dates 
6 .  Revise CAMP dates based on RFI/CMS schedule 
7. Review Academia Proposals for discussion at December PT 

meeting 
8. Provide comments on academia involvement to Tony 
9. Prepare Fact Sheet on RAB OSHA concerns 
10. Discuss risk process with Elmer Akin 
1 1. Provide Background Organic technical memorandum to Elmer 

Akin 
12. Incorporate changes to Zone J RFI workplan 
13. Submit Zone J RFI workplan to State and EPA 
14. Provide Zone J RFI workplan approval 
15. Issue final Zone J RFI workplan 
16. Review Building 68 for possible IM 
17. Breakout steps for 30/60/90% reviews for PT 
18. Schedule 1 1/2 - 2 day management planning tool training 
19. Develop PT member roles and responsibilities 
20. Determine purpose and history of cement pits around AOC 

633 
21. Provide methodology to be used at AOC 636 to locate 

possible munitions. 
22. Resolve permit issues with CSO/RDA 

ECD 
TBD 
1 111 5 
11/15 
12/10 

11/15 
11/22 
12/10 

1214 
12/10 
1211 0 
1 111 5 

11/18 
11/20 
11/27 
1219 
12/10 
1/14 
TBE 
TBE 
12/10 

12/10 

12/10 

ASSIGNED TO 
Daryle 
Daryle - 
Tony 
Team 

Todd 
Tony 
Team 

Team 
Daryle 
Mark Bowers 
Tony 

Todd 
Todd 
StateIEPA 
Todd 
Bobby 
Bobby 
Team 
Team 
Tony 

Kevin 

Daryle 





Naval Rase Charleston 
Environmental Cleanup Project Team 

Meeting Agenda 
Dcccmber 10,11, and 12,1996 

Leader - Ann Raga11 
Scribe - Bobby Dearhart 

* Palmelto Cmtference (7enlcr @ ChurIeston Air Force Base 

* Noze: RA3 bc@ts ul3:00 at St. Johro 3 Cafholic Chtrrch. 

December 10, 1996 
8:00 - 9:00 Introduction Atrrr Ragmi 

Ground Rules 
Revise Agenda 
Prioritize Agcnda 
Define Objectives of MWing 
Review Action Itcms from November Meetings 
R~~ RWCMS Schedule 

9:00 - 1 1:00 PrecRAB Presentation [includes Break] @ismstion) ProjmTcrun 
1 1 $0 - 12:OO Background Organics Tschnicd Oecisidn) Tony HUII~ 

Memorandum 
12:00 - 1:00 Project Team Accomplishmenrs (Dwssion)  ~ o y l c  Britttdn 

/ 

December 11, 1996 
8:00 - 8:30 Post-RA1B Meeting Crltique 
8:30 - 10:30 MBTX 
10:30 - 10:45 Break 

12:OO- 1:00 Lunch 
1 ;OO - 1 : 15 Zone K rtFl30% Review 

/" 
10:45 - 12:00 Comprehensive CMS Workplan Scope 

+ 1 5 -  1145 5 
1 :45 - 2:00 Break 
2:oo - 3:oo 0 
3:00 - 3:30 0 C\pQb\r~b 
3 3 0  - 4 3 0  Zone D RFI 90% Revjew 
4:00 - 4:4S Zone F RPI 60% Review 
4:45 - 5:00 Break 
900 - G:00 Zone G RFI 60% Review 

Rabat Mwr 

r a  ~ a v c i k o s i  

fa& MayIIeid 
Craig Smith 

Cruig SaniU~ 



Naval Basc Charleston 
Environmenl~l Cleanup Project Term 

Meeting Agenda 
December 10,11, and 12,1996 

Deccmbcr 12, /99G 
8:00 - 9 0 0  CTF Holding Pond Review 
9:00 - 9:30 Academia Tqvolvmcnt 
9 3 0  - 10:OO Next Mtetl~lg 

Date, Time, Place and Leader 
Set Agenda 
Review Action Itcms and Parking Lot 
Set Dece~nber Confcrcncc Call 

10:OO - 10:30 Close-out and Wrap-up 
brsc~~s b y e c  SCTE dcscr  70 kr*.6~ 

Ite~ns not included: AOC 636 Stl-ategy 1 

AOC 433 Concrctc Pits - i t .  -1 





Naval Base Charleston Project Team 
Meeting Minutes 

December 10 and 11,1996 

List of attendees is attached. 

Ann read the Ground Rules. 

Agenda changes for the meeting were made with the following additions: 
- RBCA vs RBC (Brian) 
- Lead levels (Brian) 
- SWMU 25 additional sampling (Brian) 

The Mission and Vision will be rescheduled until the 1 112 - 2 day planning meeting. 

Paul stated that he and Johnny would like to tour the Base sites on Thursday afternoon. 

Tier II partnering training will be in January. Anyone can attend. Doyle would like the PT to 
attend as a Team. Ann stated that the training is geared towards new members who have not 
been through partnerkg training. It 1.~2s zg~eed that the PT will not attend as a team. This can be 
discussed latter with the 1 112 - 2 day planning and team building meeting. 

RFUCMS Schedule 

PT consensus passed on the revised dates with the belolv discussed changes. 

Todd provided a handout with the revised dates. Tony was concerned that the schedule was 
prepared before the CMS outline was agreed. Recommended that the PT agree on the CMS and 
then let Ensafe verifjl that the dates are achievable. Doyle stated that he needs to know the dates 
to be able to schedule EPA personnel. Ann proposed that the CMS process be discussed during 
the PT meeting. After the PT has had a chance to review the process, it could be discussed 
during the December conference call. Doyle stated that this was not acceptable, that the dates 
needed to be established as soon as possible. Cecile stated that the PT needed to ensure that the 
dates committed were doable. 

Dave and Todd do not think that the dates and durations will change. The most important thing is 
that the CMS comes after the RFI milestones. If the RFI reports do not get approved on schedule 
the CMS will fall behind. The CMS is cut and dry - straight forward. 

Tony stressed that the schedule will be used to construct the CAMP. The PT needs to address 
the dates that are being missed. This is especially applicable to the Zone A, B and H RFI reports. 
Johnny has action to provide new dates for State approval of the RFI reports which have 
been submitted by 12/11. 



Daryle stated that this will provide an opportunity for the PT to disavow the criticism of the RDA. 
Bobby stated that the PT does not work for the RDA, but understands the criticism. 

Status of Action Items From November 12' and 1 3 ~  Meeting 

ACTIONS FROM NOVEMBER PT 
MEETING 

1.  Meet with RDA to discuss Chicora Tank Farm 

2. Provide input on environmental investigations 
at CTF to Doyle 

3.  Issue Background Organic technical memo 
4. Review Background Organic technical memo 

for December PT discussion 
5. Revise RFVCMS schedule dates 
6. Revise CAMP dates based on RFVCMS 

schedule 
7. Review Academia Proposals for discussion at 

December PT meeting 
8. Provide comments on academia involvement to 

Tony 
9. Prepare Fact Sheet on RAB OSHA concerns 
10. Discuss risk process with Elmer Akin 

1 1. Provide Background Organic technical memo 
to Elmer Akin 

12. Incorporate changes to Zone J RFI workplan 
13. Submit Zone J MI workplan to State and 

EPA 
14. Provide Zone J RFI workplan approval 
15. Issue final Zone J RFI workplan 
16. Review Building; 68 for possible IM 
17. Breakout steps for 30160190% reviews for PT 

STATUS 

Action complete. The RDA wiU only 
agree to compIete demolition. RDA 
chairman will discuss with North 
Charleston mayor to determine if North 
Charleston will accept partial demolition. 
Action complete. 

Action complete. 
Action complete. 

Action complete 
Reschedule to 12/11. New date will be 
provided based on revised review dates. 
Action complete. 

Action complete. 

Reschedule to 1/14. 
TBD. Mark spoke to Elmer. Ted Simon 
will be back at EPA in January. Elmer 
would prefer for Ted to address this. 
Dave does not expect that this will affect 
Zone E. 
Action complete. Technical memorandum 
was provided to Elmer. Doyle reviewed 
with no problems. Will not provide 
definite approval but can be handled as a 
pilot project 
Action complete. 
Action complete. 

State not complete. To discuss 12/13. 
Reschedule to 12/20. 
ECD 1/14. 
ECD 1/14. 



Pre-RAB Presentation 

18. Schedule 1 1/2 - 2 day management planning 
tool training 

19. Develop PT member roles and responsibilities 
20. Determine purpose and history of cement pits 

around AOC 633 
21. Provide methodology to be used at AOC 636 

to locate possible munitions. 
22. Resolve permit issues with CSO/RDA 

CTF - Daryle stated that a meeting was held with the RDA on 12/5 to discuss issues why the 
Navy proposals were unacceptable to the RDA. RDA remains firm on their disagreement with 
partial demolition of the tanks. The RDA chairman will be meeting with the North Charleston 
mayor to discuss if North Charleston would be interested in accepting the property with the tanks 
partially demolished. Ann stated that this may be to our advantage in that it puts the 
responsibility on the RDA and North Charleston to work out the problems. 

TBD 

Action deleted by PT consensus. 
Action complete. 

Action complete. 

A memorandum will be issued to tenants 
to refer to the requirements of the lease. 
RDA does recognize ownership of the 
permits. 

It was stated that Gabe would make the CTF presentation on the previous environmental 
investigations to the RAB. Doyle considers that the technical aspects are not the issues. The 
RDA wants the tanks leveled. The technical issues are a smoke screen. It needs to be stated that 
the North Charleston community RAB members and the North Charleston city RAB members 
should go to the North Charleston City Council and make it clear that the partial demolition is the 
option that the RAB supports. Need to let the local officials know what the RAB wants. Doyle 
concerned that if the RDA drives the CTF decision then it will set a precedent that could afYect 
other areas such as SWMU 9. Ann reminded that it may not be a problem if the RDA does not 
accept the option and will not accept the property. This wiil allow the property to go to the GSA 
for open public sale. 

DaryIe stated that the present environmental issues, the technical issues, the options and where we 
are on the decision process will be presented. Gabe reviewed the environmental issues and the 
presentation was accepted by the PT. Daryle will address the technical issues. Not sure how to 
address the RDA/North Charleston issue. It was agreed to take the following approach: 

- no environmental problems 
- technically on go for either option 1 or 3 
- waiting to see if RDA or North Charleston will take the property 
- reviewing use of the Detachment to accomplish the work 



Brian will review the Status of Environmental Program. During the discussion it was agreed 
that an agenda item needed to be added to the January PT meeting to discuss how to  go from the 
different environmental medias to FOST. 

Paul stated that we need to  be prepared to address any questions on the SWMU 39 off Base 
contamination and stressed the need for the Navy to formally transfer responsibility of private well 
contamination discovered during the investigation of SWMU 39. Paul also was interested in 
touring the off Base sites and seeing what is up gradient fiom the Base. 

Brian will present IM status 

Daryle will discuss RAB member issues. 

PT consensus pmsed on the RAB agenda and presentation. 

Organics Background 

Tony stated that he had received a letter from Doyle's review of the Technical Memorandum. 

Johnny asked if the background being calculated was really true background since the Navy has 
had influence over the area for many years? Do grid samples really represent background? Doyle 
stated that this has been discussed for the past 4 years. The State has required that cleanup be to 
background. What is background? We would need to go many miles away from the Base to get 
to  an area that has not been influenced. The procedure for determining background was approved 
in the Comprehensive RFI Workplan. Doyle asked how the Technical Memorandum differed 
from the Comprehensive RFI Workplan? Todd stated that the Comprehensive RFI Workplan 
speaks to inorganics. The Technical Memorandum addresses only organics in a different way. 
Consideration from contribution fiom dredge materials and atmospheric conditions are presented. 
The approach is not complex statistically. It is basically 2X background which is an 
anthropogenic background. Dave stated that it establishes what is so widespread over the Base. 
At the levels being seen it can be statistically shown that there is no risk. Doyle stated that we 
should try it since the levels are so low. 

Tony stated that the approach allows to differentiate the site impacts versus the Base impacts. 
Also allows D W  disposal to  be placed back on site, which will save money and still be protective. 

Paul asked if there were any community or CTF values to compare what is being seen on Base, 
Tony responded that there are not any. 

Tony stated that establishing initial background using normal statistics must establish background 
for non-detects (2X background). This is the number to be used to  cut off the assessment. 
Actual numbers will be used in calculating risk. This will be established zone by zone same as for 
inorganics. 



Doyle asked if the numbers were cranked out in a risk assessment would they be industrial, 
residential, or below residential. Todd responded that they would probably be below residential. 

Sandy stated that some type of limit must be set since we can not dig up the whole Base. 
Todd stated that this was to be used more as a risk management tool. Tony would like to use it 
for disposal of IDW. 

Paul asked if we have a range throughout the zones - higMow? Concerned that the zones are 
arbitrary. Todd stated that they can begin calculating the numbers and report the results to the 
PT. 

The State recommended putting organic background on the Parking Lot and continue to review 
for discussion at the January PT meeting. Todd has action too calculate numbers for other 
zones (A, B, C, I, H) that have reports submitted and provide 2X background by 1/14. 

State has action to discuss proposal and determine future use of organic background by 
1/14. 

RBCA 

Brian referred to the E-mail that he had sent cut ear!Ier concerning use of RBCA for cleanup 
Ievels. 

Todd was concerned that SSLs are being referred to as cleanup levels. These are really screening 
levels. Site specific numbers should be used for cleanup. (ie At SWMU 159, Chrysene was 
detected. Based on RBCA and Region I11 RBC this was a problem. Based on the site specific 
calculations the level detected was protective of human health) 

Paul stated that RBCA is for virgin petroleum sites. Brian stated that this is correct and that other 
metals and PCBs would be sampled based on site information. 

PT consensus passed that IMs use RBCA contponents vice TPH and that cleanup levels will 
be calculated using the EPA soil screening guidance as previously agreed on September 10. 

Lead Levels 

Brian proposed that 1300 ppm be used as the cleanup level for lead on M s .  

Kevin asked why Ms are only being looked at as going to industrial levels. Brian stated that an 
IM should at least go to industrial - this wiIl be used as criteria for selecting Ms. 



Brian stated that 1300 pprn industria1 level was based on a comment from EPA on the RFI report 
for Zone H. A level of 1000 pprn was in the RFI report for toxicity of lead. A 400 ppm level was 
used for residential. These levels would be applicable based on reuse. 

State does not agree that reuse drives cleanup. 

DoyIe asked if the higher levels for lead would effect any site work in Zone H? Bobby stated that 
it would. Doyle stated that he would have to reconsider IM workplans that he has already 
approved. Doyle also concerned that we leave a scoping meeting with agreement then unilaterally 
change what was agreed. This may cause problems with parallel reviews of IM workplans (Navy 
review at same time that State and EPA reviews are accomplished). 

Bobby stated that the change in lead levels will definitely affect SWMU 5 (AOC 620 and AOC 
621) and SWMU 6 (SWMU 7). Doyle stated that if the higher levels were to be used he 
withdraws his approval on the workplans. Brian stated that this does not mean that the workplan 
scope will be changed. He just wants 1300 pprn lead agreed to as the industrial level. 

Paul concerned that this level will limit the effectiveness of the IM by not cleaning up to 
residential. The goal is to accomplish IM to same as final remedial action where possible. 

Consensus failed on using 1300 pprn lead as IM cleanup level. Consensus failed on using 400 
pprn lead as a target and higher levels as deemed necessary. 

Doyle stated that he has requested Elmer Akin to identify where the 1300 pprn was developed. 

PT consensus passed that IM cleanup levels for lead will be site specijic ranging from 400 
pprn (residential) to 1 3 0 0 / - p p m *  (industrial). *Decision to use 1300 pprn or 1000 pprn 
was based on input from EPA]. 

Brian has action to propose site changes to IM workplans in review by 1/14. 

Later in the meeting Doyle presented a report from Elmer Akin on the EPA suggested lead levels: 
- for residential k: 400 ppm 
- for industrial k: 1500 ppm 

The 1300 pprn was based on Ted Simon's review. This is considered to be conservative. Lead 
should be handled as a site specific issue. 

Proiect Team Accomplishments 

Doyle presented concerns centering around the Naval Base PT: 
- at East Coast BRAC conference NAVFAC headquarters stated that the Charleston team 
was not a success 

- has been stated that this is the most dyshnctional team 



- at conference in San Diego RDA was critical that there was no progress at Charleston 

This presented a message to DoyIe that the PT was a failure, not supporting the RDA or the Navy 
transfer of property. Doyle felt the PT should take an offensive stand vice a defensive stand by 
developing a status and accomplishment report to demonstrate exactly what the Charleston PT 
has accomplished. 

Ann concerned that if we are doing this just for the RDA that it wilI not stop the criticism. We 
will continue taking hits from the RDA. Doyle agreed but wants to provide a formal presentation 
to the RDA and make this a long term effort to demonstrate that the comments are not based on 
fact but false perception. Main interest is to publicize success stories because the PT feels good 
about it - not because of Tier 11, Cecile Field, etc. This could be provided to the RDA, RAB, 
community, etc. to show what has been accomplished by the PT. 

Paul recommended that the accomplishments over the year be presented on a yearly basis every 
January to the RAB. Doyle would like to make the presentation and show what a big job that the 
Naval Base is. 

Daryle stated that Commander Berotti had developed a comparison of the different BRAC bases. 
Charleston was #3 behind Cecil Field and Memphis in accomplishments. To be successful must 
be able to show benefits with compfetion of the RFI - time, money, etc. 

Dave stated that the people who are putting out the criticism do not have any idea of what is 
required or happening at Naval Base Charleston. Recommended that Diane Cutler, Ensafe public 
affairs specialist, put together the metrics and the PT provide the savings. Dave used the example 
that Ensafe is working with expenditures at approximately 50% of the budget which is a big 
savings. 

Daryle stated that we will not be able to resolve "want it now", but only do our best to expedite 
the cleanup and transfer of property. 

The following ideas were identified during a brainstorming session: 
v Detachment - tank pulls v strive to achieve effective working 

- asbestos relationship with community 
- IMs v 90% complete with RFI 
- time and money saved v streamlined IM process 
- IDW/recycling v improved monitoring well approvals 

v better documents v change out of sections in documents vice 
v use E-mail vice paper whole documents 
v cost savings compared with budget v ID standard versus where we are now 
v thorough RFA - 36 to 396 HW sites [business as usual vs Fast Track] 
v improvement in level of team work v better technical decisions 
v adoption of standard procedures v SWMU 3 9 expediency 
V gain extra money for State support v willing to try new and better processes 



V use of innovative planning documents [risk on hazard map] 
[comprehensive documents] v completed rad survey of buildings and 

v determined NFA for many sites Property 
v issued # FOSLs for - # buildings and - # acres v zone approach to expedite RFI 
V multimedia approach to RFI v comprehensive EBS on 853 buildings in 4 
v massive investigation without hindering reuse months under budget 
v having fun v established high trust between team 

members 

PT consensus passed to begin work on success stories. 

Action for Ensafe to prepare presentation for February RAB ready for discussion at 
January PT meeting. ECD 1/14. 

Post F W 3  Critique 

The PT provided the following observations from the December 10' RAB meeting: 

MBTI 

Cecile lead the PT through a discussion on the MJ3TI results. 

PLUS 
Gabe's presentation 
maps with minutes useful 
good handout material 
Doyle's save on Eco system 
team members stepped in when needed 
Wametta volunteered to send letter on behalf 
of RAB 
RAB members supported previous CTF 
decision 
good meeting location 
Brian's presentation good 

MINUS 
report annual successes in January 
public involvement - RAB needs to be more 
active with community groups/activities 
taking applications for new RAE3 members; 
need diversity; number of North Charleston 
city official ~ ~ ~ b e r s  
no mention of SWMU 39 
telephone ringing 
CTF did not create anticipated discussion 
no straight answer on transfening property 
RDA tends to dominate public meeting; does 
not openly communicate with team 
RDA will come against team on CTF - How 
is RDA using team? 
CTF presentation stopped short of explaining 
full deal - ie how does option 1 still fit in? 
meeting should be in permanent location 
need to prepare RAB for CMS decisions - 
How does team accomplish this? 



SWMU 25 Additional Sampling 

Brian discussed the need for additional sampling at SWMU 25 (Building 44). Johnny concerned 
that additional sampling was necessary based on the site visit in November. 9rian stated that if 
we need additional sampling that it should be accomplished during the RFI. Johnny concerned 
that there was only one sample near the manhole. Need to know what may be under the manhole. 
Brian stated that if this is the case then it should be accomplished during the RFI. Bobby stated 
that after the manhole is removed during the process closure that it was expected to be backfilled. 
How will this affect sampling? 

PT consensus passed to continue on with the demolition of Building 44 and the RFI report in 
Zone E. Any additio~al sampling will be accomplished after the demolition is complete and 
included in the CMS. 

It is anticipated that this site will go into CMS. Doyle expressed that the CMS can be as much or 
as littIe as necessary. 

AOC 636 st rate.^ 

Kevin explained the need to perform a munitions survey iit AOC 636. This is based on the former 
use of the area as a torpedo assembly area and the potential of munitions discarded. The 
procedure to be used for clearing the area will be the same as that which is being used to clear 
AOC 503 which has been previously approved by the State. PT consensus passed to include 
AOC 636 as a UXO IM using the existing UXO ~vorkplan. 

Concrete Pits at AOC 633 

Tony explained that concrete pits which had been previously questioned were valve operating pits 
for CPW water lines. Over the pass few weeks these pits have been excavated by CPW and may 
not exist any longer. Bobby stated that there was a unique smell corning from the areas of 
excavation. The concrete pits were located in an area in or near the caustic neutralization pond. 
Dave stated that there have been several instances of hydrogen sulfide smelIs from rotting matter. 
No hrther discussion was required for the concrete structures. 

Concurrent EPNStatelNavy IM Workdan Reviews 

Brian explained that concurrent reviews had been initiated on IM workplans by EPA/State/Navy. 
Problem is that the State has been approving the workplans prior to the Navy (SOUTHDIV) 
reviewlapproval. 



Kevin recommended that: State, EPA and SOUTHDIV e-mail comments 
DET resolve comments 
DET e-mail resolutions to State, EPA and SOUTHDIV 

DET action to provide a flowchart for supporting concurrent TM workplan reviews and 
resolution of comments prior to approval. ECD 1/14. 

Schedule Review 
A handout of the existing FZFYCMS schedule was provided. 

RFI Schedule: 

The following new dates were provided by Johnny for RFI report reviews and approval: 
Zone A 113 1/97 for State comments 
Zone B 1211 3/96 for State approval 
Zone H 12130196 far State comments 
Zone I 2/28/97 for State comments 

Agreed that a Document ApprovaI Date needed to be added after the Document Approval 
Meeting prior to  Final Approval. 

Also agreed to add SWMU 39, SWMU 1 and SWMU 2 as a project since these will be added to 
the RFI report. 

CMS Schedule: 

The Zone B permit submittal will have to change dependent on the RFI report approval date. 

Paul stated that 3 weeks needed to be added if FOSLEOST were submitted. This brought up a 
question on how will we move to FOST? It was agreed that this will be on the January PT 
meeting agenda. 

Tony stated that FOSL/FOSTMpermit applications needed to be incorporated into the 
schedule. Bobby expressed concern that we were trying to take care of any interruption in a 
document that should be able to be changed if the situation arises. PT consensus passed to add a 
note to the schedule "If FOST/FOSL work load beconzes excessive schedules may be 
intpacted " 

Dave asked if Zone I (due 3/27/97) would still be a good date with all of the Iatest changes. 
Johnny stated that 3/27/97 was still satisfactory. 

PT consensus passed that the schedule is approved based on the agreed to changes. 



Zone D 90%. and Zones F and G 60% Progress Review 

Craig Smith and Amy Stehlin presented the progress review. 

All phase 1 soil and ground water samples have been taken. 
Fuel distribution initial screening finished - moving to install wells. 

60% of soil data validated. 
GW validations shouId be just before Christmas. 

Zone Background: 
D - no real surprises; no volatile chlorinated compounds found 
F - one deviation fiom WP. Used data from Zone E monitoring well due to  proximity. 
G - one soil boring above RBC; Aroclor 1260 

Doyle asked if the Zone G RBC exceedance was near the old PW corral? AOC 620 is at Building 
68. Craig stated at the old PW Corral that over land transport was ruled out but that a high 
voltage line passed through the area. 

A handout was provided for review as well as the pre-PT meeting submittal. 

It was agreed that PT consensus would be obtained on all recommendations at once vice 
individually. 

AOC 619/SWMU 4 - very industrial; BEQ > Residential < Industrial 
Recommendation: No more soil sampling until GW data is available. 

SWMU 36/AOC 620 - surficial soil shows lead and aluminum under Building 68; BEQs high; 
elevated Aroclor 1260. 

Recommendation: SWMU 36 - no more soil samples until GW data is available. 
AOC 620 - propose 3 additional soil samples based on the results of Aroclor 1260. 

SWMU 109 - Using industrial RBCs no problem with soil and don't expect any problems with 
GW. 

Recommendation: No additional samples until GW data is available. 

Johnny expressed concern about applying industrial RBCs to everything. Need to define the 
extent using residential. Craig stated that metals are similar everywhere. 

Doyle stated that if the site is headed for CMS no problem. If an IM is going to final action EPA 
is afso uncomfortable using industrial only. Industrial is ok if only trying to define what is present 
and where it is. These will go into CMS for final evaluation. 

Johnny stated that if the State agrees with the recommendations being made that it does not mean 
that the State is accepting industrial RBCs for final cleanup. 



Todd stated that risk maps will define areas where risk exists and will not be specific to site 
numbers. Additional sampling can be done in the CMS if necessary. 

AOC 628 - No surprises. Did not sample for PCBs. 
Recommendation: No additional soil sampling until GW data is available. 

SWMU 1751AOC 6 13/AOC 6 15 - Paul stated that he could not find the sediment sample results. 
Craig stated that they were not in the pre-PT submittal but had been included in the other 
handout. Paul asked if Ensafe had seen the GEL report which showed approximately 1" of 
free product? Doyle asked how the GEL and Ensafe data compared? Craig stated that he 
would provide for January. 

Recommendation: No additional soil sampling until GW data is availabIe. 

AOC 607 - Deviated fiom the WP inside of building (720 ppb TCE); No GW data; High SVOC 
and metals in sediment. 

Recommendation: No additional soil samples until GW data is available. 

AOC 609 - Tank has already been pulled. Did not see normal metals associated with waste oil 
tanks. No exceedances in subsurface. Metal levels are similar to other metaIs in area. 

Recommendation: No additional soii samples until GW data is available. 

AOC 6 11 - Recommendation: Purpose 3 additional soil samples due to metals to better delineate. 
Paul observed that the pH at this site was lower than normal and recommended that the next 3 
samples be the same for comparison. 

AOC 616 - GW will be checked at AOC 607 well which is adjacent. 
Recommendation: No additional soil samples unless GW data identifies a need 

AOC 61 7 - High metals in subsurface soils. Will possibly want 5 additional soil samples. 
Recommendation: Postpone additional soil samples until GW data is available. 

AOC 633 - Superficial soiis show Aroclor 1260; subsurface is substantial. This area had been 
remediated by SCE&G earlier. It is questionable as to how satisfactory the remediation was. 

Recommendation: Take 3 additional soiI samples to delineate extent of Aroclor 1260. 

AOC 634 - Recommendation: No more samples are required. 

Doyle made a comment that if pesticides are found that a statement be made in the report that it 
was a common application or disposal. This will help review the report and reduce comments. 

AOC 638 - Performed an expIosives and propellant sweep. There was some discussion in the past 
that torpedo fiels had been drained to the ground or tanks. There are no concerns over UXO. 

Recommendation: No more soil sampling until GW data is available. 



AOC 642 - Surprisingly no lead found. Could not determine where slug backstop was located. 
Recommendation: No more soil sampling or wells at this site. 

SWMU 8/AOC 636fAOC 637 - Aroclor 1260 found in 3 samples. No explosives or propellants 
were picked up. Brian asked if there was any indication of widespread sludges? Craig did not 
see any. 

Recommendation: Take 7 additional soil samples around AOCs 636 and 637 for metals 
and SVOCs. Wait on GW data to determine if additional GW sampling will be 
required. 

SWMU 1 I - Calcium hydroxide sludge was found = 2' thick. Potential for drainage on Base to 
off Base. 

Recommendation: No more soil sampIes until GW data is available. 
Doyle recommended that this site be looked at as a possible IM. 

SWMU 120 - Subsurface DDE and DDD significant. 
Recommendation: No additional soil samples until GW data is available. 

AOC 643 - Aroclor 1260 detected. 
Recommendation: Add 3 soil samples to delineate Aroclor 1260. Add 2 soil samples to 

delineate SVOCs. 

SWMU 3 - Recommendation: Wait on OP pesticides data and GW data to make determination 
on any additional sampling. 

SWMU 6lSWMU 7/AOC 635 - Soil sampling confirmed previous results. 
Recommendation: No additional soil sampling until GW data is available. 

Johnny asked why samples were not taken outside the fence in the ditch on the east side. Todd 
replied that some samples were previously taken there and nothing was found. Johnny replied 
that this is satisfactory. 

AOC 646 - No exceedances. 
Recommendation: No additionai sampling since there were no exceedances. 

AOC 706 - Area is secured and fenced. Lead and tin significantly exceed SSLs. 
Recommendation: No additional soil samples or monitoring wells. 

Fuel Distribution System - TPH checked; 17 screening locations high TPH. 
Recommendation: Install shallow wells at 17 high TPH hits to determine if RCRA 

constituents are present or UST prevails. 

Paul noted that natural levels of arsenic in soils range from 1 ppm to 40 ppm with a mean of 5 
ppm. Are the levels at Charleston true background or elevated due to dredge material? Johnny 
also has same question. Todd will provide input on the arsenic and lead levels. If not enough 



information may need to look further. Doyle would like Ted Simon to be involved. Todd has 
action to pull data to together to discuss arsenic levels with Ted Simon. ECD 1/14. 

Paul asked if the data tables were ordered in any particular manner? Craig stated that only 
exceedances in random order. 

Johnny stated that AOC 706 had several metal hits in adjacent sediment. Could the hits in the 
wetlands be related to the metal hits at AOC 706? Craig responded that they could be related but 
that the levels are not significant. 

PT consensus passed on the reconzntendations made for AOCs and S W U s  in Zones D, F 
and G. 

Craig asked for a waiver from the State on 2 week waiting period between the well installation 
and well sampling. Would like to sample the wells 3 to 4 days after well installation. Paul agreed 
with the 3 day being the minimum. 

PT consensus pnsseti on using RBCs for tieternlittation of any further sampling in the Zone F 
sites east of Hubson Avenue. 

Cornorehensive CMS Workplan Scoping 

Larry Bowers provided a handout on what a CMS workplan contains. 

Larry stated that he had 2 objectives: 
1) Understand the CMS process and its role in the RCRA CAP 
2) Obtain consensus on the general outline for the Comprehensive CMS Workplan 

The RCRA process includes: RFA 
RFI 
CMS 
CMI 

Any IMSA should be completed before the CMI. 

CMS - IDS, screens and evaluates alternatives 
CMS does not: - recommend one alternative over another 

- suggest remediation at all sites 
- replace CMI 

The CMS WP must be flexible, and is dependent and affected by specifics and complexities at 
each site. The Comprehensive WP will be boiler plate to eliminate duplication, but will be flexible 
to suit the complexity of each site. Doyle stated that the flexibiIity needs to be as allowed by the 
PT members. 



The alternatives are RANKED by RCRA process and the PT. This will also involve the public. 

Larry went over the general outline of the Comprehensive CMS WP. Doyle stated that it looked 
good but: 1) could not agree on Objective yet 

2) the Technologies must be performance oriented 
3) CAMUITU can be used in Comprehensive as long as not abused 

Ann stated that must remember that the State requires a permit modification for actions, and that 
waivers are not issued by trying to slip into the CERCLA arena. 

It was recommended that where possible incorporate information by reference to cut down on 
amount of rewriting. 

The purpose of the CMS is to ID, Screen and Evaluate potential remedial alternatives. 

Ding - treatment technology options table (presumptive and innovative) 
Screening - technologies using site characteristics, waste characteristics and technology 

limitations discarding what will not work. 
Evaluating - RCRA guidance driven 

Ranking /Selecting a Remedial Action [factors for ranking remedial actions] 

Must: 
+ Be protective of human health and the environment 
+ Attain cleanup goals 
+ Control source of release 
+ Comply with applicable standards 

Tie Breakers: 
+ Show long time reliability/effectiveness 
4 Reduce toxicity, mobility and volume 
4 Show short term effectiveness 
+ Ease of implementation 
+ Cost 

These factors will be used in development of a Comparison and Ranking Table. 

Ann suggested getting the RAB to buy-in to the weighing factors prior to development. Ann has 
action to provide a CMS presentation to the RAB on ranking weighing factors. ECD 
1/14/97. 

Larry and Diane have action to derive method to ID request for input on weighing factors 
and provide to Daryle to send to RAB members prior to 1/14/97 RAB meeting. 

Sites can be grouped as deemed beneficial. This may be governed by RFI report approval. 



Larry stated that one item must be resolved prior to developing the list of remedial actions - the 
CMS Objectives (cleanup levels). It was proposed that Risk Base be used for soils and MCLs be 
used for ground water. This item must be readdressed to verify that PT agrees on CMS 
Objectives. Item will be added to the January PT meeting agenda. 

Zone K 30% RFI Progress Review 

Todd provided the following input on the Zone K progress. 

Naval Annex: 
Started approximately 1 month late. Soil sampling is essentially complete. Geoprobe was 
completed in November and after reviewing data will probably require monitoring well 
installation. The 8 initial monitoring wells have been installed. Still need to accomplish PCB 
screening at one site. 

Clouter Island: 
Scheduled to begin the week of 1/6/97. First step is an EOD survey. 

Overall approximately 90% complete with first round sampling. 

Cecile's Evaluation 

Note that Jody from Galileo will be at January PT meeting simiIar to Donna Kopeski in 
September. 

Accomplishments: 
v Team continues to have good prep for RAB. 
v Team came to consensus on the following: 

- Comprehensive CMS WP Scope 
- Zone K WI 30% report and how to proceed 
- Zone D RFI 90% report and how to proceed 
- Zone F RFI 60% report and how to proceed 
- Zone G RFI 60% report and how to proceed 
- How to proceed with AOC 636 and the concrete pits at AOC 633 
- Lead levels; this was a clarification with particular concern with IMs 

v Team made good use of meeting time 
v Team agreed to document their accompIishments noting quantifiable results where 

applicable 
v Team reworked RFI and CMS schedule due to incomplete reviews of three zone 

reports 



Suggestions for Improvement 
+ Team continues not to review and submit comments to documents as requested causing 

delays in discussion and decisions (ie Organic Background Technical Memorandum) 
It. Each member of the PT needs to evaluate their individual attitudes and behaviors, 

particularly with regard to their displayed level of lack of enthusiasm and interest in the 
beginning of each meeting. This behavior lends to misinterpretation often resulting in 
defensive behavior by other team members with the potentid for development of 
conflict. There was good discussion at the end of the meeting about this issue; the 
facilitator will work more closely with each team member, individually when needed, to 
ensure that everyone is aware of this behavior. 



Action Items From December loth and 1lth Meeting 

ACTION ECD ASSIGNED TO 
1 .  Provide new dates for State approval of RFI reports which 1211 1/96 Johnny 

have been submitted 
2. Calculate organic background numbers for Zones A, B, C, I, 1/14/97 

and H and ~rovide 2X background. 

I 3. Discuss organic background proposal and determine use. 
Paul 

7. Pull data together on arsenic levels and discuss with Ted 
Simon 

4. Propose site changes to IM based on revised lead levels. 
5. Prepare presentation on PT accomplishments for PT 

discussion 
6. Provide flowchart for supporting concurrent IM workplan 

reviews and resolution of comments 

9 Make presentation to RAB on CMS ranking weighing factors 1 1/d/97 
10. Derive method to obtain input from RAB members on 1/14/97 

weighing factors and send to RAB members before January 
RAB meeting 

1 1 .  * Prepare Fact Sheet on RAB OSHA concerns 1/14/97 

1 / 1 4/97 
lA-497 
1/13/41 

1/14/97 

12. * Discuss risk nrocess with Ted Simon I TBD 

Brian 
DianeITodd 
(Ensafe) 
Kevin 

Todd 

Ann 
LamyDiane 
(Ensafe) 
Daryle 
Daryle 
Mark Bowers 

1 13.  * Provide Zone J RFI workplan approval 1 12/13/96 1 Johnny 
14. * Issue final Zone J WI workplan 12120196 Todd I 

15. * Review Building 68 for possible IM 1/14/97 Kevin W6 
16. * Breakout stem for 30/60/90% reviews for PT 1/14/97 Bobbv I 

I 17. * Schedule 1 112 - 2 day PT management planning tool TBD Team 
training: I 

1 18. * Review SWMU 1 1  for nossible IM 1 1/14/97 1 Kevin 1~ 
* Actions carried over from December Action List I 
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Hayes Patterson 
Cecile Lacey 
(facilitator) 

Sandy Reagan 
Craig Smith 
Amy Stehlin 
Gabe Magwood 
Larry Bowers 

Naval Base Charleston Project Team Meeting 
December 10 and 11,1996 

Attendance Sheet 

ORGANTZATION 
SOUTHDN 
SOUTHDTV 
SCDrnC 
E/A&H 
DETCHASN 
DETCHASN 
USEPA 
SCDHEC 
SCDHEC 
SOUTHDIV 
E/A&H 
SOUTHDIV 
Galileo 

E/A&H 
EIA&H 
E/A&H 
SOUTHDIV 
WA&H 

(803) 820-748 1 
(803) 8964 179 
(803) 884-0029 
(803) 743-6777 ext 227 
(803) 743-282 1 ext 13 1 
(404) 562-8549 
(803) 734-4721 
(803) 89640 16 
(803) 820-5607 
(901) 372-7962 
(803) 820-5658 
(401) 762-2391 

FAX - 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 820-5563 
(803) 8964002 
(803) 856-0107 
(803) 743-94 13 
(803) 743-0174 
(404) 562-85 18 
(803) 734-5407 
(803) 8964002 
(803) 820-5563 
(901) 372-2454 
(803) 820-5563 
(401) 762-2133 
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